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In the recidivism literature, scholars have consistently shown strong continuity in offending from 
adolescence to adulthood with nearly half of all juvenile offenders continuing criminal 
engagement beyond age 18 (Le Blanc & Frechette, 1989; Loeber & Farrington, 2011).  The 
motivation to understand criminal recidivism is not only fueled by research priorities, but also by 
policymakers and criminologists who pursue reform within the American justice system.  In this 
paper, historical approaches to crime, research on criminal career patterns, theoretical 
explanations for recidivism, and prevention and intervention programs are reviewed.  The study 
examined a number of recidivism factors to determine which variables best predict the likelihood 
that an individual is a persistent offender.  Participants in the juvenile-only offender sample had 
significantly higher current family satisfaction and perceived social support scores, and 
significantly lower current criminal thinking scores than participants in the persistent offender 
sample. Logistic regression models revealed that current family satisfaction made a significant 
contribution to offender type prediction such that when current family satisfaction is raised by 
one unit, individuals become .98 times less likely to be a persistent offender.  Support and 
positive relationships with are well supported in the literature as important, noteworthy 
components to leading crime-free lives and should be emphasized in prevention and intervention 
efforts to reduce recidivism rates.  
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For decades, the American justice system, both juvenile and adult branches, has undergone 
drastic changes in policy and procedure.  In hindsight and through years of research, it is now 
understood that many of these movements were less than beneficial for all involved.  The 
motivation to understand criminal recidivism from adolescence to adulthood is not only fueled 
by research priorities, but also by policymakers and criminologists who pursue reform within the 
American justice system.  Research on criminal career patterns and existing prevention and 
intervention programs have provided much empirical support on which future policy and practice 
should be based.  Moving forward, policymakers bear the responsibility of improving current 
correctional environments and overall crime rates by mandating the use of empirically supported 
interventions, addressing sentencing laws in both adult and juvenile courts, and providing 
financial support for necessary long-term research aimed at developing and evaluating early 
prevention programming.       
 












Understanding Recidivism: A Review   
 Scholars have long debated what leads to the initiation of, continuation in, and desistance 
from criminal behavior.  Research findings have consistently shown strong continuity in 
offending from adolescence to adulthood with nearly half of all juvenile offenders continuing 
criminal engagement beyond age 18 (Le Blanc & Frechette, 1989; Loeber & Farrington, 2011). 
Of the juvenile offenders that become adult offenders, approximately 55% continue offending  
into early adulthood (age 20-25) and nearly 18% continue offending beyond age 25 (Stouthamer-
Loeber, 2010).  Despite an overabundance of research dedicated to investigating recidivism, a 
clear understanding of the factors that lead juveniles to persist in criminal engagement into 
adulthood is far from established. The motivation to understand criminal recidivism is fueled not 
only by research priorities, but also by policymakers and criminologists who pursue reform 
within the American justice system. 
 In order to fully appreciate the current state of the American criminal and juvenile justice 
systems and their approaches to reducing recidivism, it is important to first understand the 
history of both adult and juvenile justice policy.  This paper begins with a review of correctional 
policy over the last 45 years.  Research on criminal career patterns, theoretical explanations for 
offending behavior, and current prevention and intervention programs targeted towards 
addressing recidivism are also discussed.  Finally, implications for researchers, practitioners, as 






Get Tough on Crime: From Rehabilitation to Punishment 
 Throughout most of the 20th century, sentencing policies were primarily rehabilitative in 
nature, allowing for an individualized approach to addressing punishable behavior within the 
justice system.  The overarching goal of sentencing was to evaluate and address the individual 
offenders’ needs in terms of recovery from criminal behavior with an ultimate focus on 
establishing a crime-free life.  However, in the 1960’s, national crime rates skyrocketed to all-
time highs, prompting researchers and policymakers to reevaluate correctional interventions 
(Howell et al., 2013).  A major shift in the justice system began to take place in the 1970’s as 
two prominent views, namely the “nothing works” and “just deserts” movements, were widely 
promoted and adopted.  Together, these views devalued rehabilitation and promoted punishment 
for offenders.  As rehabilitation became more widely rejected and the idea of punishment 
became more prominent, the justice system took on a “get tough on crime” approach to 
sentencing.  As a result, the sentencing trends became increasingly more harsh and punitive 
(Andrews & Bonta, 2010).   
The “nothing works” mentality, promoted by American sociologist Robert Martinson 
(1974), inferred that rehabilitation by way of various treatment approaches was ineffective with 
offender populations.  In his review of 231 correctional programs which included interventions 
such as intensive supervision, psychotherapy, group therapy, vocational training, educational 
approaches, and medicine, Martinson argued that research had failed to demonstrate a 
meaningful relationship between rehabilitation efforts and reduced criminal recidivism rates, 
concluding that offender rehabilitation was simply not possible.  At the time of his claims, 
rehabilitation was the primary focus of imprisonment; however, he argued that rehabilitation 
programs simply were not yet good enough and there had been no proof that inmates could even 
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be rehabilitated at all.  Martinson’s writings were soon thereafter highly regarded by 
policymakers and sparked a movement towards the development of punitive policies in 
corrections across the country. 
Shortly after the “nothing works” mentality was adopted, the “just deserts” approach was 
introduced.  Legal philosopher and penal theorist Andrew von Hirsch (1976) promoted the belief 
that the severity of punishment should ultimately be determined by the severity of the crime.  He 
argued that punishment should not necessarily deter crime, but it should fit the crime.  
Essentially, punishments that did not fit the crime were classified and promoted as unjust.  As 
this view became more widely accepted, the rendering of harsher punishment by way of tougher 
sentencing laws became more common.  “Just deserts,” in combination with the already widely 
accepted “nothing works” mentality, led to a major reform in justice policy referred to as the “get 
tough on crime” initiative.  Virtually all rehabilitative efforts were abandoned and harsher 
punishments for offenders were implemented across the nation. 
In response to the rapidly growing belief that offender rehabilitation was ineffective and 
sentences should be as harsh as the crime itself, many states as well as the federal government 
began drastically reforming their justice policies and procedures.  Parole was replaced with 
“truth-in-sentencing” (Holt, 1998) and “three strikes, you’re out” (Turner, Greenwood, Chen, & 
Fain, 1999) laws, leading to longer and more frequent incarcerations.  “Scared straight” 
programs were developed and widely implemented across the country, and many legislators 
fought to make probation requirements as harsh as prison standards (Erwin, 1986).  The “get 
tough on crime” initiative was in full swing across the country by the mid-1990’s.   
   The “get tough” mentality quickly filtered down to the juvenile justice system (Field, 
1988).  Much like the “nothing works” and “just deserts” approaches impacted sentencing for 
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adult offenders, political scientists predicted a massive wave of juvenile violence that led 
policymakers to enhance juvenile punishment as well.  DiIulio (1996) and Wilson (1995) 
anticipated that the rapidly growing youth population would bring a drastic increase in juvenile 
violence in the late 1990’s and early 2000’s.  As a result, legislators began to implement “get 
tough” laws for juveniles, and prosecutors across the country argued for a shift in public policy 
toward harsher solutions to youth crime (Beckett & Sasson, 2004).  Courts began incarcerating 
juveniles in detention centers, “scared straight” and “boot camp” programming were 
implemented, and rehabilitation programs across the country were abandoned (Roush & 
McMillen, 2000).  The traditional rehabilitative mission of juvenile justice had essentially 
collapsed by the mid- to late-1990’s. 
 Although a majority of criminologists, policymakers, and judicial systems had 
implemented a “get tough” approach to conceptualizing and addressing both juvenile and adult 
crime by the turn of the century, some were still skeptical about the current state of the American 
justice system.  Some scholars even went as far as to say “what is done in corrections would be 
grounds for malpractice in medicine,” (Latessa, Cullen, & Gendreau, 2002, p. 43), emphasizing 
that there is a largely unethical and overwhelming concern about the harsh punishment that had 
taken over the justice system.  In efforts to objectively evaluate the current state of corrections in 
America, some researchers began to look past the highly emphasized and politically saturated 
claims that “get tough on crime” was in full swing, and began looking directly at legislation that 
had been enacted during the early 2000’s.  
Donna Bishop, a professor of criminology and criminal justice at Northeastern 
University, argued that the public had been overestimating how punitive juvenile courts actually 
were because so much of the research, political policy, and media spotlight had been centered on 
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the “get tough” approach to crime reduction.  In 2006, Bishop reviewed the juvenile code 
purpose clauses of all 50 states to assess whether the juvenile judicial system had really 
conformed to the “get tough” movement, or whether it had maintained at least some of 
traditional rehabilitative focus of juvenile corrections.  She found that 40 states directly identified 
treatment or rehabilitation as a primary goal of their juvenile codes.  Another 5 states specified 
that judges should act in the best interest of the child.  Four states endorsed a combination of 
public safety protection, punishment, and accountability as the primary goal for their juvenile 
justice system.  The remaining state outlined rehabilitation as a focus, but had actually redefined 
punishment as a form of treatment.  Despite a strong push to move towards more punitive 
approaches to dealing with crime, 45 states maintained some aspect of rehabilitation in their 
juvenile justice policies at the time of Bishop’s investigation in 2006.  Furthermore, a review of 
the changes in juvenile justice legislation from 2003 to 2006 found that several states had passed 
laws aimed at improving individualized treatment and incorporating mental health needs into 
juvenile sentencing, had abolished their previously established “boot camp” and “scared straight” 
programming, and had begun to establish juvenile drug treatment programs (Bishop, 2006).  
While the “get tough on crime” movement did impact the juvenile justice system, many states 
had already begun to swing the pendulum back towards rehabilitation in the early 2000’s; 
however, this shift was not nearly as publicized or researched as the previous movement towards 
harsher punishment. 
Bishop’s nationwide review of juvenile justice system missions brought about two 
primary questions which served as the foundation for this literature review. First, how are 
juvenile offenders actually being addressed in today’s correctional system and what, if any, of 
those approaches have been shown to be effective? Second, how are policymakers, judicial 
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systems, treatment providers, and correctional staff working to reduce criminal recidivism in 
today’s society?  Regardless of whether the current state of corrections adheres to a “get tough” 
or “rehabilitative” mentality, the United States still manages to house over 20% of the world’s 
prison population (Andrews & Bonta, 2010), while only having 4.5% of the world’s overall 
population (United States Census Bureau, 2015). Since the early 1990’s, incarceration rates have 
grown from 505 per 100,000 individuals to 756 per 100,000 individuals (Andrews & Bonta, 
2010).  A “get tough on crime” initiative led to longer prison sentences (or detention sentences 
for juveniles), which ultimately led to extreme overcrowding in the prisons, causing deteriorating 
conditions due to strained budgets.  Because rehabilitative efforts were generally removed from 
adult correctional policy and were removed from juvenile policy for a short time, adult inmates 
and juvenile offenders were being released into the community without the knowledge, 
resources, or skills to be productive members of society.  Even though juvenile justice policy 
may currently adhere to some aspect of rehabilitation, as Bishop’s 2006 investigation revealed, 
the overall tone of American corrections is still colored with a “get tough” approach to crime 
(Andrews & Bonta, 2010).   
Given that approximately half of all juvenile offenders will likely become adult offenders 
(Le Blanc & Frechette, 1989; Loeber & Farrington, 2011), it is irrational to completely separate 
our understanding of juvenile recidivism from our conceptualization of adult recidivism.  The 
quest to understand recidivism is likely benefited by an understanding of the history of juvenile 
and adult correctional policy and its’ impact on offender populations, together with a number of 





Criminal Career Patterns 
 The study of criminal careers is largely motivated by the quest to identify patterns in the 
prevalence, frequency, continuity, and change in criminal activity across the lifespan in order to 
better understand what leads to criminal recidivism.  Research has repeatedly shown support for 
the existence of a bell-shaped age-crime curve, or the tendency for criminal behavior to peak in 
the mid- to late-teenage years and gradually decrease into adulthood.  McVie (2005) described 
the existence of the age-crime curve as “one of the least contended issues within criminology” 
(p. 1).  Although the pure existence of a general age-crime curve is rarely challenged, variations 
of age-crime curves do exist.  For instance, peak ages may be higher or lower for different 
crimes, socioeconomic statuses, and gender.  For that reason, many scholars have dedicated 
attention to exploring differences among age-crime curves and varying interpretations of 
criminal behavior.     
 Research with different samples including males versus females, varying crimes and their 
level of severity, as well as differences among socioeconomic status groups, reveals many 
variations of age-crime curves.  For instance, the age-crime curve for violent crimes has been 
reported to peak later than curves for property crimes (Blokland & Palmen, 2012; Piquero, 
Hawkins, & Kazemian, 2012).  In age-crime curves comparing gender, girls tend to peak earlier 
in their criminal behavior than boys (Blokland & Palmen, 2012; Elliott, Pampel, & Huizinga, 
2004; Farrington, 1986).  In terms of socioeconomic status, the age-crime curve tends to be much 
higher and wider (indicating earlier initiation in criminal behavior, longer persistence in criminal 
behavior, and less of a decline in criminal behavior into adulthood) for young males in 
disadvantaged neighborhoods when compared to young males in advantaged neighborhoods 
(Elliott et al., 2004; Fabio, Cohen, & Loeber, 2011).  Although thousands of delinquency trends 
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have been explored and reported in the literature, this review focuses only on information 
specifically related to recidivism including prevalence, frequency, continuity, and change in 
offending behavior.   
  Prevalence of offending behavior.  Prevalence is defined as “the proportion of 
individuals who participate in crime at any given time period” (Piquero, Hawkins, Kazemian, & 
Petechuk, 2013, p. 2).  Prevalence is particularly important in understanding the development 
and continuation of criminal careers and is directly related to understanding variations in 
recidivism across a number of crimes and samples.  There is general consensus in the literature 
that the prevalence of criminal behavior peaks in adolescence and begins to decline in the early 
20’s (Blumstein, Cohen, Roth, & Visher, 1986; Piquero, Farrington, & Blumstein, 2003). 
However, these rates tend to vary when using self-report data in comparison to official arrest 
records.  Self-reported crime tends to peak earlier than crime documented in official arrest 
records, indicating that crime often takes place much earlier than when the individual is first 
caught by law enforcement (Moffitt, Caspi, Rutter, & Silva, 2001).   
Loeber, Farrington, Stouthamer-Loeber, and White (2008) used data from the Pittsburgh 
Youth Study to explore the prevalence of serious delinquency (i.e., car theft, breaking and 
entering, attacking to hurt or kill, and forced sex) among two different cohorts.  The youngest 
cohort was first studied in first grade and consisted of 503 males.  The oldest cohort was first 
studied in seventh grade and consisted of 506 males.  Follow-ups took place in six month 
increments.  At the time of Loeber and colleagues’ study in 2008, males in the youngest cohort 
were 20 years old and males in the oldest cohort were 25 years old.  The prevalence of self-
reported serious delinquency increased from 5% at age six to a peak of 18% at age 15, and then 
declined back to 5% at age 21.  Of those individuals in the youngest cohort, approximately 25% 
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reported they had been arrested for serious violence and nearly 20% reported they had been 
arrested for serious theft by age 19.  Of individuals in the oldest cohort, nearly 33% reported they 
had been arrested for serious violence and 35% reported they had been arrested for serious theft 
by age 25.  The self-reported prevalence of serious violence among individuals in the youngest 
cohort peaked between ages 13-16 (5-6%) and then steadily declined, whereas the self-reported 
prevalence of serious violence among the oldest cohort peaked between ages 18-19 (11%) and 
then dramatically declined.   
To compare self-reported delinquency to court-documented criminal behavior, Loeber 
and colleagues (2008) continued their investigation of delinquency prevalence using court-
documented arrests as a measure of criminal behavior for each of the two cohorts examined in 
the Pittsburgh Youth Study.  The court-documented prevalence rate of serious violence among 
the youngest cohort peaked at age 16 (7%) and then steadily declined, whereas moderate 
violence peaked at ages 14 and 18 (both 4%).  Court-documented prevalence rates among the 
oldest cohort peaked at ages 18 and 21 (7%) for moderate violence, and age 19 (10%) for serious 
violence. For theft, court-documented prevalence rates peaked at ages 16 (10%) and 18 (9%) for 
moderate theft and age 16 (5%) for serious theft among individuals in the youngest cohort.  For 
individuals in the oldest cohort, moderate and serious theft arrests peaked at age 16 (moderate 
15%, serious 12%).  When collapsing across offense type and severity to examine the general 
trend among court-documented arrests, individuals who were first studied in seventh grade had 
higher prevalence rates (ranging from 7% to 12%) than individuals who were first studied in first 
grade (prevalence rates ranging from 4% to 9%).  Data collection began in 1987 when 
individuals in the youngest cohort were approximately 7 years old and individuals in the oldest 
cohort were approximately 13 years old.  Thus, the youngest cohort entered adolescence 
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(approximately age 13-15) in the mid-1990’s during which the rehabilitative focus was quickly 
fading from the juvenile justice system and the “get tough on crime” initiative was becoming 
more prominent.  The oldest cohort, on the other hand, was going through adolescence during the 
late-1980’s before the “get tough on crime” initiative had begun in the juvenile system.  The 
difference in prevalence rates between the two cohorts was attributed, in part, to the timing in 
which each group entered adolescence and the overall justice response to criminal behavior.   
Using survey data collected from 808 children at age 10 and again at age 24 as part of the 
longitudinal Seattle Social Development Project, Hawkins and colleagues (2003) explored the 
prevalence of offending using both court-documented and self-reported methods of data 
collection.  They specifically examined offending for eight crimes: burglary, vehicle theft, 
larceny, robbery, assault, vandalism, marijuana use, and drug selling.  Consistent with the 
general trend found in most age-crime curve comparisons of self-report and official court 
records, the prevalence of offending was much higher among self-report than court records at all 
ages.  The prevalence of self-reported offending behavior peaked at age 17 (61.1%), but court-
documented offending behavior peaked slightly earlier and at a much lower rate (age 16, 13.6%). 
Additionally, the two prevalence rates were most similar for vehicle theft (court-documented: 
23.6%, self-reported: 32.7%), and were most inconsistent for marijuana use (court-documented: 
1.8%, self-reported 50.2%). 
Prevalence rates, typically displayed in age-crime curves, generally tell different stories 
depending on whether self-reported or official court-documented data are used as measures of 
offending behavior.  In general, self-reported data yields higher prevalence rates than official 
documentation; however, most researchers conclude that this is because most individuals do not 
get caught every time they engage in offending behavior.  Generally, offending behavior as a 
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whole peaks in mid- to late-adolescence with a peak in less serious crimes earlier than violent 
crimes.  To achieve a better understanding of offending behavior on an individual basis, as well 
as a clearer picture of recidivism rates, frequency age-crime curves are usually examined.  
Frequency of offending behavior.  Frequency is defined as “the number of crimes 
committed” (Piquero et al., 2013, p. 6).  Frequency is often examined in terms of individual 
offending as well as total number of offenses for a particular group of individuals at certain ages.  
In a longitudinal investigation of offending behavior frequency, Piquero, Farrington, and 
Blumstein (2007) used official conviction records to examine frequency of offenses for a sample 
of 411 males from London from age 10 to age 40.  As a group, the men had accumulated 760 
convictions with peaks at ages 17 (69 convictions) and 18 (67 convictions).  The number of 
convictions steadily declined beyond age 18.  Individual offending behavior across age groups 
(ages 10-15, 16-20, 21-25, 26-30, 31-35, 36-40) also showed an early increase in offending 
behavior between ages 10-20 with a steady decline afterwards.  This study provided support for 
the existence of peaks in offending behavior during adolescence and early adulthood and then a 
decline in offending behavior into adulthood as is often displayed in age-crime curves.   
In addition to exploring prevalence as discussed in the previous section, Loeber and 
colleagues (2008) also explored violence and theft frequency among the same two cohorts 
(youngest and oldest) in the Pittsburgh Youth Survey.  Among the youngest cohort, the average 
annual frequency of moderate and serious violence increased over three age blocks (ages 10-12, 
13-16, and 17-19) and peaked at two offenses per offender between ages 17-19.  The annual 
reported violence frequency peaked at four offenses per offender per year around ages 17-19 and 
then dropped off around ages 20-25.  The annual self-reported frequency of theft among the 
youngest cohort increased up to ages 13-16, remained stable through late adolescence, and then 
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decreased into early adulthood. Among the oldest cohort, theft frequency was the highest 
between ages 17-19 with approximately four offenses per offender. 
Returning to the Seattle Social Development Project, Hawkins and colleagues (2003) also 
explored individual offending frequency, defined as the average number of offenses per offender. 
Overall, self-reported frequency of offending behavior was significantly higher (average 49.2 
offenses per offender) than court-documented offending (average 4.6 offenses per offender), 
suggesting that individuals offend much more frequently than they are actually caught.  Self-
reported offending frequency peaked at age 17 (average 21.8 offenses per offender), whereas 
court-documented offending peaked at age 15 (average 3.1 offenses per offender).  Self-report 
and court-documented data both revealed a steady increase in offending behavior from age 11 to 
age 17.  
Investigations of offending behavior frequency generally provide support for the 
existence of an age-crime curve in that frequency tends to increase into adolescence, peaks in 
late adolescence, and then declines further into adulthood.  Similar to prevalence, these trends 
vary with respect to different groups, types of offenses, and other individual factors; however, 
the general trend in peaks and declines are relatively consistent.  
Continuity in offending behavior.  Continuity generally refers to the persistence of 
offending behavior from adolescence into adulthood.  Continuity is especially relevant in 
developing an understanding of recidivism because a majority of offenders do not begin 
offending during adulthood without ever having any history of juvenile delinquency.  In order to 
understand the what, why, and how of recidivism, particularly with respect to trends from 
adolescence to young adulthood, we must also explore who persists in criminal engagement from 
adolescence to young adulthood.  
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Using data from the 1958 Philadelphia Birth Cohort study, Tracy and Kempf-Leonard 
(1996) explored official records of more than 27,000 individuals who were studied from birth to 
age 26.  Of those individuals who had been arrested as a juvenile, 32.5% had also been arrested 
as an adult.  Only 7.6% of the cohort had been arrested as an adult without having a history of 
juvenile arrests.  They concluded their report by emphasizing that knowledge of juvenile 
delinquency generally helps to predict the likelihood of being arrested as an adult. 
In addition to prevalence and frequency, Loeber and colleagues (2008) again used data 
from the Pittsburgh Youth Study to explore persistence in offending.  They reported that nearly 
one in five serious young offenders became persistent serious offenders within six years.  
Approximately 40-50% of the moderate-to-serious early offenders persisted in offending 
behavior for seven to nine years.  Moreover, approximately 70% of offenders with a late 
childhood onset of offending (between ages 10-12) persisted in serious offending compared to 
offenders with an early adolescence onset of offending (between ages 13-15; 32%).  Results 
generally support the notion that the earlier the onset, the more likely the individual is to become 
a persistent offender into at least early adulthood.  
     Revisiting Piquero and colleagues’ (2007) investigation of 411 males from London, 
they also explored convictions at different age groups ranging from ages 10-15 through ages 26-
40.  They reported that approximately 67% of the recorded offenders at ages 10-15 were 
recorded offenders at ages 16-20.  In contrast, only 17% of individuals who were not recorded 
offenders at ages 10-15 became offenders at ages 16-20. They concluded that being convicted 




Studies have consistently reported continuity in offending behavior across the lifespan 
with particular emphasis on the transition from adolescence to young adulthood.  The experience 
of being arrested as a juvenile, in conjunction with a multitude of other factors, significantly 
increases ones chances of being arrested as an adult.  These patterns have been demonstrated 
time and time again, yet the answer to how to reduce recidivism is still somewhat of a blur.  
Among a number of factors, researchers have also turned to exploring what leads to change in 
offending behavior patterns.    
Change in offending behavior.  Two primary explanations are often cited when 
conceptualizing the relationship between prior and future criminal activity.  The first explanation 
posits that “individuals are believed to vary in their propensity to commit crime and this 
propensity explains the strong link between past and future criminal conduct” (Piquero et al., 
2013, p. 16).  The second explanation for criminal desistance is because “crime exerts an 
undesirable effect on social bonds and conventional attachments” (Piquero et al., 2013, p. 16).  
Together, these explanations have been used to better understand recidivism and criminal 
desistence from adolescence to adulthood. 
Sampson and Laub have reported on linkages from prior arrests to future arrests (1993; 
Laub & Sampson, 2003).  One consistent finding across both investigations was the impact of 
marriage on criminal desistence.  Consistent with the hypothesis that criminal behavior 
negatively affects social bonds, the investment in marriage is one example of a social attachment 
that may lead to the desistence from crime.  These findings are also supported by other 
researchers who have reported similar evidence for the impact of marriage on offending behavior 
(Horney, Osgood, & Marshall, 1995; Theobald & Farrington, 2009). 
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In addition to the establishment of a meaningful attachment or social bond such as 
marriage, the association of oneself with particular peer groups has also been linked to changes 
in offending behavior.  Exposure to delinquent peers has been linked to future criminal 
involvement, whereas associations with positive peer groups (i.e., non-delinquents) has been 
linked criminal desistence (Paternoster & Brame, 2007).  Using data from the Denver Youth 
Survey, Huizinga, Weiher, Espiritu, and Esbensen (2003) explored factors that may lead to 
having a successful adolescence, defined as having no more than two serious delinquencies, no 
more than two instances of problems resulting from drug use, being in an age-appropriate grade 
in school or having graduated from high school, and having good self-esteem.  They found that 
two of the best predictors of a successful adolescence were having conventional friends and 
having a stable family.  Moreover, they reported that as the number of protective factors such as 
healthy relationships with friends and family increased, the probability of having a successful 
adolescence increased.  In their qualitative efforts to understand recidivism, Hahn (2007) and 
Maller (2009) studied the experiences of men and women who were former juvenile offenders 
and were deemed “adult success stories” because they had desisted from criminal behavior.  
They reported that having a supportive mentor and positive peer associations were instrumental 
in the abatement of delinquent behaviors.  A strong bond with a primary caregiver and 
associations with positive peer groups were also described as important in criminal desistance.   
Thus, prevalence, frequency, continuity, and change in offending behavior have all been 
explored through efforts to identify and describe patterns in criminal engagement across the 
lifespan. Tracking prevalence and frequency allows researchers, practitioners, and policymakers 
to understand and compare specific groups of individuals who are most (or least) involved in 
criminal activity.  Exploring continuity and change in offending behavior helps to make sense of 
17 
 
the characteristics of people who persist in criminal involvement as well as individuals who 
desist from criminal behavior.  Although prevalence, frequency, continuity, and change rates can 
vary greatly depending on the source of information (e.g., self-report vs. court-documented 
arrests), the numbers help paint a picture of what is going on and who is involved in terms of 
recidivism. In order to identify ways to reduce criminal recidivism, it is also important to explore 
the various lenses or perspectives used to explain why offending behavior occurs.  
Explaining Offending Behavior 
 Scholars have proposed numerous theoretical explanations for the existence of offending 
behavior across the lifespan.  Within the fields of criminology and psychology, these 
explanations are typically divided into five broad theoretical perspectives that help shape the way 
crime and delinquency is viewed: static theories, dynamic theories, social psychological theories, 
developmental theories, and biopsychosocial theories.  Although these categories are by no 
means the only theoretical perspectives offered to explain criminal behavior, they are a general 
representation of the broad types of explanations frequently cited in criminology and psychology 
research on recidivism.  
 Static theories.  Static theories view behavior as emerging in a predictable, uniform 
sequence, and at roughly the same time for every individual (Dannefer, 1984).  These theories 
posit that the causes of criminal behavior are established early in life and are relatively stable and 
unaffected by life events.  Static theories are divided into two camps: self-control theory and 
typological theory.  Both theories conceptualize continuity in offending behavior as being 
directly influenced by early life events, although they differ in their explanations of what causes 
persistence in offending beyond adolescence.  
18 
 
 Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) pioneered self-control theory which posits that the 
propensity to engage in crime is viewed as a product of the person’s level of self-control.  This 
propensity is thought to be “stable through life, and consequently unaffected by events that occur 
in life” (Warr, 2002, p. 99).  Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) argue that individuals who are 
exposed to effective parenting styles and who develop positive relationships with caregivers, for 
example, are more likely to have high levels of self-control, which they argue is well established 
by age eight.  In contrast, individuals who are exposed to poor parenting styles and have harsh 
relationships with caregivers, for example, are far more likely to develop low levels of self-
control.  According to self-control theory, individuals with low levels of self-control are 
expected to have high rates of offending behavior.  Given the stable nature of self-control, 
proponents of this theory argue individuals are likely to continue offending into their adult years. 
For individuals who desist from criminal activity, Gottfredson and Hirschi describe their change 
in behavior as a natural maturation process which may affect the individual’s level of self-
control.  They argue that desistence is not related to developmental variables such as association 
with delinquent peers, gang membership, marriage, or employment. 
 Typological theory, on the other hand, classifies offenders into two categories: life-course 
persistent offenders and adolescent-limited offenders (Moffitt, 1993).  Similar to self-control 
theory, typological theory attributes offending behavior to problems that arise in the younger 
years.  Life-course persistent offenders are believed to begin offending in early childhood as a 
result of individual deficits and ineffective parenting styles, whereas adolescent-limited 
offenders begin offending in adolescent years but have very short criminal careers.  Moffitt 
explains persistent offending behavior as the result of continuity in original causes (e.g., poor 
self-control, irritability, low cognitive ability, etc.), and consequences of earlier antisocial 
19 
 
behavior (e.g., isolation in delinquent peer groups, school failure, unemployment, etc.).  As 
individual deficits persist, individuals are more likely to continue engaging in delinquent 
behavior. The consequences of earlier offending, such as school failure or association with 
delinquent peers, make it difficult for the individual to stop engaging in criminal behavior.  To 
explain criminal desistance, Moffitt posits that the gap between physical maturity and social 
maturity lessens as individuals progress through adolescence and the motivators for engaging in 
delinquent behavior diminish.  For some, this gap closes much earlier than for others, leading 
them to desist from criminal behavior and transition to adulthood successfully.    
 Dynamic theories.  Dynamic theories, or life-course developmental models, maintain the 
importance of early life experiences as static theories do, but also add that evolving social 
contexts significantly influence offending behavior throughout the life course.  Behavior is never 
assumed to be permanent or established.  Instead, behavior is constantly changing and is 
impacted by a number of social variables.  Dynamic theories specifically highlight the 
importance of three developmental processes: 1) the stability of factors across the lifespan that 
likely trigger the onset of offending (e.g., effects of ineffective parenting, poverty, school failure, 
association with delinquent peers, etc.), 2) the lasting negative consequences of earlier antisocial 
behavior (e.g., involvement in delinquent peer groups, gangs, alienation from family, etc.), and 
3) the official labeling via arrest and incarceration records (Thornberry et al., 2013).  
 Much like static theories, dynamic or life-course developmental models emphasize early 
deficits.  For instance, an individual who experiences poverty early in life may not be able to 
fully escape the impacts that poverty might have on future development, even if they are able to 
physically remove themselves from an impoverished environment.  These early deficits, 
combined with, for example, involvement with delinquent peers, puts the individual at a 
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significantly greater risk for continued offending during and beyond adolescence.   Furthermore, 
involvement in the juvenile justice system and the establishment of a criminal record increases 
the individuals’ embeddedness in criminal social networks and makes it extremely difficult to 
desist from criminal behavior in the future. 
 Criminal desistance, according to dynamic theories, is largely explained by the re-
establishment of prosocial bonds and social networks.  Offenders who increase attachments to 
positive figures and commit to activities such as school and work are more likely to desist from 
criminal behavior than individuals who fail to establish such bonds.  Furthermore, Farrington 
(2003) adds to the explanation of criminal desistence by emphasizing the importance of positive 
life events such as getting married, having children, and maintaining steady employment. 
Sampson and Laub (1993) also highlight the importance of adult bonds, such as marriage, 
because it not only increases attachments to others, but also tends to alter the natural routine, 
making it more difficult to engage in criminal behavior.   
Social psychological theories. Social psychological theories highlight the flexibility of 
subjective life experiences, such as identity development, cognitive and emotional processes, and 
decision making abilities, when explaining criminal behavior onset, persistence, and desistence.  
The relationship between a person and their environment is heavily regarded with respect to how 
social psychological theories conceptualize criminal behavior.  
 In their theory of cognitive transformation, Giordano, Cernkovich, and Rudolph (2002) 
emphasize various cognitive shifts that lead to criminal desistance.  Specifically, they argue that 
although a basic motivation and desire to change is typically the first step to desistance, 
individuals differ with respect to their “receptivity to hooks for change” (p.992).  In other words, 
some individuals may be more inclined to respond to particular messages or interventions than 
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others (e.g., faith-based programs).  Nonetheless, these “hooks for change” help foster new 
attitudes about particular situations (e.g., stealing is bad, assault is wrong, etc.), which leads to 
the development of new attitudes, desires, and motivations.  As new attitudes are adopted and 
strengthened, individuals tend to drift further from criminal behavior because it no longer 
resonates with their new identity.   
In addition to cognitive shifts, Giordano, Schroeder, and Cernkovich (2007) also 
recognize the importance of changes in the emotional component of criminal behavior.  For 
instance, the thrill of doing something illegal as a teenager may become less emotionally enticing 
as an individual progresses into adulthood.  Individuals also become more capable of managing 
emotions, such as urges to steal, as they get older.   
Social psychological theories highlight human agency as a major factor in distinguishing 
persistent offenders from individuals who desist from criminal engagement.  Change is 
attributed, in part, to an individuals’ ability to separate themselves from their criminal self in 
efforts to establish a more positive self.  Individuals are viewed as having the ability to create 
their own social networks which ultimately influences their behaviors (Emirbayer & Goodwin, 
1994).  Persisters tend to believe things are set in stone and that is the way their life is meant to 
be, no matter what.  They assume no control over their life circumstances.  Desisters, on the 
other hand, tend to believe they are capable of stopping offending behavior, so they do.  Then, 
they tend to develop a feeling of pride as a result of ending their criminal involvement, which 
leads to having a more positive view about life.  As a result, desisters are able to establish and 
achieve more productive life goals, which, in turn, separates them from criminal lifestyles even 
more so.  However, past selves are never completely discarded.  Social psychological theories 
tend to explain relapses (e.g., violence, drug use, gambling, stealing, etc.) in offending behavior 
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as an inability to effectively cope with stressful, intensely emotional situations (e.g., anger, job 
loss, accidents, loss of loved one, etc.; Mattley, 2002).   
 Developmental theories.  Developmental models of explaining offending behavior 
emphasize windows of vulnerability, particularly the transition from adolescence to adulthood, 
during which change is most likely.  These models are based upon the core belief that 
development is a dynamic process through which individuals are impacted by their biology, 
social environments, and societal influences (Sroufe, 2007).  The interplay between early 
influences (e.g., maltreatment, ineffective parenting), biology (e.g., genetic abnormalities), and 
negative experiences (e.g., poverty, poor school performance, association with deviant peers) is 
assumed to be the catalyst behind the development and persistence of offending behavior. 
 Early adolescence is generally viewed in psychology as a major window of vulnerability 
during which individuals experience both biological changes such as the onset of puberty, as 
well as contextual influences such as increased associations with peers, beginning high school, 
and taking on more responsibility.  Also during adolescence, individuals experience a gap in 
brain development during which risk taking behaviors increase, but they are unable to anticipate 
consequences of their behaviors (Masten, 2007).  Together, these influences tend to make 
adolescents more vulnerable to engaging in offending behavior.  For instance, a teenager whose 
friends are using drugs might be persuaded to join them because peer group acceptance is 
important to them, but they are unable to fully comprehend the consequences of drug use so they 
tend to engage in risky behavior without a full understanding of what might happen as a result. 
 The transition to adulthood, on the other hand, is often viewed as a window of 
opportunity.  During this period, biological and contextual influences tend to encourage 
desistance from criminal behavior (Masten, 2007).  It is not at all uncommon to see individuals 
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with a checkered juvenile history begin to turn their lives around in their mid-twenties, much like 
the trend in age-crime curves consistently suggest (Masten, 2006).  Individuals develop the 
capacity to comprehend consequences and are also better able to develop and pursue plans such 
as embarking on a career path or furthering their education.  Additionally, the consequences for 
offending behavior as an adult are more severe, leading many individuals to desist from criminal 
engagement once they become of legal age.   
 Developmental models attribute their persistence in offending behavior to significant 
influences that drastically alter brain and social development such as drug use, drinking, and/or 
continued association with dangerous peer groups.  In these instances, individuals often fail to 
desist from offending behavior because they are continuously pulled away from acceptable 
societal standards and are often rejected by mainstream society as a result of lingering 
consequences of prior behavior (e.g., dropping out of school, having a criminal record, etc.; 
Thornberry et al., 2013).    
 Biopsychosocial theories.  Biopsychosocial models explain offending behavior as a 
result of interactions between biological, psychological, interpersonal, and environmental 
influences (Thornberry et al., 2013).  Most importantly, these models highlight the importance of 
the frontal regions of the brain with respect to behavior regulation.  As developmental theories 
also point out, the areas of the brain that influence executive functioning such as cognitive 
control, attention, and emotion regulation, are not considered fully developed until early 
adulthood.  The parts of the brain that fuel sensation seeking and risky behavior are developed 
long before the parts of the brain that causes people to stop and think about their behavior and 
possible consequences.  As such, decreases in risky behavior during late adolescence and early 
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adulthood are attributed to brain maturation that also typically occurs during this period of 
development. 
 The ability to learn from reward and punishment is also indicated in biopsychosocial 
explanations of delinquent behavior.  Research has shown that individuals with fear conditioning 
deficits, or difficulty in learning from punishment, are more likely to engage in crime because 
they are less likely to avoid situations in which they are punished (Fairchild et al., 2008; Gao et 
al., 2010).  The development of morality, or a sense of right and wrong, occurs during this social 
learning process. Those who have difficulty in appreciating the difference between safe and risky 
situations are more likely to engage in delinquent behavior because they are less able to predict 
the severity of consequences associated with that behavior (Van Overwalle & Baetens, 2009).   
 In addition to developmental and social influences, twin studies have provided support 
for the belief that certain genes influence offending behavior across the lifespan.  There is some 
evidence suggesting some genes are associated with adolescent delinquency (Burt & 
Mikolajewski, 2008), whereas other genes are associated with life-long criminal behavior 
(Silberg, Rutter, Tracy, Maes, & Eaves, 2007).  Nonetheless, biopsychosocial models often 
outline the importance of gene-environment interactions, including interpersonal, social, and 
psychological influences, in understanding the development and persistence of criminal behavior 
across the lifespan.   
Recidivism: Prevention and Intervention 
 Decades of research has been devoted to exploring factors that increase the probability of 
offending behavior.  A number of studies have revealed factors within families, schools, 
neighborhoods and communities, peer groups, and individual characteristics that are linked to 
offending behavior.  Prevention and intervention programs have been developed to target risk 
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and protective factors associated with criminal behavior in efforts to prohibit persistent 
offending.  Most of these programs are intended for either juveniles or adults because of the 
specific needs of each population.  This section reviews prevention and intervention programs 
that have been implemented at different points across the lifespan including early childhood, late 
adolescence, and early adulthood.  This section ends with a brief summary from a benefit-cost 
analysis of programs intended to reduce recidivism rates among young offenders.    
 Family-based programs.  Programs targeting family-related risk factors, such as 
parenting and discipline, have been implemented with both children and adolescent populations 
to address the encouragement of prosocial behaviors and eliminate antisocial or offending 
behaviors within a family context.  Family-based programs are typically divided between 
prevention and intervention approaches and incorporate a number different treatment structures 
including pre-natal and early family prevention, multisystem therapy (MST), functional family 
therapy (FFT), and multidimensional treatment foster care (MTFC).  
 Early parent education and parent management training (PMT) have been shown to be 
effective prevention modalities for inhibiting offending behavior during early adolescence and 
beyond.  A longitudinal study by Long, Forehand, Wierson, and Morgan (1994) evaluated a 
PMT program implemented with 73 young children (between ages 2-7) referred by their parents 
for behavioral noncompliance.  Through a ten session program, mothers in the experimental 
group were taught to attend to and reward appropriate behavior while using time-out for 
inappropriate behavior.  Mothers and children in the control group did not receive any services.  
After the program, children of mothers in the experimental group were less likely to exhibit 
deviant behavior compared to children of mothers in the control group.  However, a follow-up 
investigation, conducted when the children were between ages 16 and 21, revealed no 
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differences between children in the experimental group and children in the control group with 
regards to delinquency, emotional adjustment, and academic progress. 
 The Nurse-Family Partnership (NFP), a home visiting program designed to measure 
delinquency among children of mothers who received home visits during pregnancy and during 
the first two years of their child’s life, revealed the promising effects of parent education during 
pregnancy and after birth on delinquent behavior.  Four-hundred first time mothers were 
assigned to either the experimental group who received home visits during pregnancy and during 
the first two years of their child’s life, or to a control group who did not receive any home visits 
(Olds, Henderson, Chamberlin, & Tatelbaum, 1986).  The home visits were conducted by nurses 
and consisted of education about prenatal and postnatal care, development, and the importance of 
proper nutrition during pregnancy.  A follow-up study revealed children of the mothers who 
received home visits had significantly fewer arrests than children in the control group at age 15 
(Olds et al., 1997).  
 MST, a family treatment approach which could include individual, family, peer, school, 
and community interventions, has been evaluated and described as an effective approach to 
delinquency intervention.  In a longitudinal exploration of MST with 118 substance-abusing 
adolescents, Henggeler, Clingempeel, Brondino, and Pickrel (2002) implemented a family-
oriented treatment at age 15 and conducted a follow-up at age 19.  At the follow-up, participants 
who received MST had significantly lower conviction rates compared to control participants who 
received other community services.  In a study comparing MST and individual therapy among 
176 juvenile offenders, Schaeffer and Borduin (2005) found that participants who received MST 
at age 13 had significantly lower recidivism rates at age 29 than participants who received 
individual therapy as a juvenile (50% vs. 81%).  In a longitudinal investigation of MST versus 
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other community services, Borduin, Schaeffer, and Heiblum (2009) reported promising results 
with the implementation of family therapy with 48 juvenile sex-offenders.  They found that MST 
participants who received treatment at age 14 had lower recidivism rates for sexually-based 
offenses at the follow-up at age 23, compared to juvenile sex-offenders who received other 
community-based services (8% versus 46%).  
 FFT, including interventions addressing patterns of family interaction, have also been 
described as effective in reducing offending behavior.  Gordon, Graves, and Arbuthnot (1995) 
compared FFT and probation services among 54 juvenile offenders.  Treatment occurred at age 
15 and follow-ups took place when participants were approximately 21 years old.  Participants 
who received FFT at age 15 had lower recidivism rates at the follow-up compared to control 
group participants who received standard probation services (9% versus 41%).  
 The implementation of individual-focused treatment and parent management training in 
non-correctional environments such as foster care have also shown promising results.  
Chamberlain, Leve, and DeGarmo (2007) compared the effectiveness of MTFC with standard 
group care among 81 female juvenile offenders in group home settings.  Treatment occurred at 
age 13 and follow-ups took place at age 19.  Offenders who received MTFC had fewer days of 
incarceration, fewer criminal referrals, and less self-reported delinquent behavior at the follow-
up compared to female offenders who received traditional group care.  Similar results have also 
been found with male juvenile offenders in group home settings (Eddy, Bridges Whaley, & 
Chamberlain, 2004).      
 School-based programs.  Given the nature of increasing peer influence throughout 
school, programs have been developed and implemented in educational settings to prevent 
criminal engagement among adolescents.  Effective school-based interventions include discipline 
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management, classroom management, reorganization of classes, and improving self-control.  
Three school-based prevention programs in particular have received a substantial amount of 
evaluation within the criminology, educational, and psychological literature: Seattle Social 
Development Project (Hawkins, von Cleve, & Catalano, 1991), Montreal Longitudinal 
Experiment (Tremblay et al., 1992), and the Good Behavior Game (Kellam & Rebok, 1992). 
 The Seattle Social Development Project (Hawkins et al., 1991) combined parent 
education, teaching training, and skills training in an intervention that was delivered in an 
educational setting.  Five-hundred first grade children were randomly assigned to either 
experimental or control classrooms. Based upon the assumption that delinquency is inhibited by 
the strengthening of social bonds, instruction in the experimental classrooms was designed to 
increase parent-child attachments and children’s’ bonding to school.  Children were trained in 
interpersonal cognitive problem-solving, parents were trained to notice and reinforce social 
desirable behaviors, and teachers were educated on classroom management.  In a follow-up at 
age 18, the researchers found that children who received the intervention from first grade 
through six grade reported significantly less violence, less alcohol abuse, and fewer sexual 
partners than participants who received the intervention only at fifth and sixth grades or 
participants in the control group who did not receive the intervention at all.  Additionally, 
participants who received the full intervention reported significantly better educational and 
economic attainment than the control group participants.  These findings lend support for the 
importance of early intervention in delinquency prevention. 
 The Montreal Longitudinal Experiment (Tremblay et al., 1992) also combined skill 
training, parent training, and teaching support in an intervention designed to prevent the 
development of delinquent behaviors.  A sample of 250 disruptive (defined as aggressive and 
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hyperactive) six-year-olds were assigned to either an experimental or control group.  The 
experimental group received social skills training and peer modeling, role playing, and 
reinforcement contingencies were utilized in the classroom.  Parents of children in the 
experimental group were also trained on how to provide positive reinforcement for desirable 
behaviors, as well as discipline strategies for addressing inappropriate behavior in the home.  
Individuals in the control group did not receive any part of the intervention.  By age 12, children 
in the experimental group had significantly fewer instances of delinquent behavior (e.g., stealing, 
burglary, assault, etc.) than children in the control group.  In the most recent follow-up study 
during which participants were 24 years old, researchers searched criminal records of every 
participant and found that those in the experimental group were less likely to have a criminal 
record than those in the control group, although group differences were not statistically 
significant (22% versus 33%; Boisjoli, Vitaro, Lacourse, Barker, & Tremblay, 2007). 
 The Good Behavior Game (GBG; Kellam & Rebok, 1992), a school-based prevention 
program, utilized a classroom behavior management strategy to teach behavior regulation to first 
grade students.  The program lasted through first and second grade.  Students were randomly 
assigned to either experimental classrooms which implemented the GBG, or a control classroom 
which did not implement the GBG.  Each classroom included an equal number of aggressive and 
disruptive children.  Teachers in the experimental classrooms were trained in the GBG 
curriculum and were taught how to monitor their students’ behavior throughout the school year.  
Misbehavior of a group member resulted in a checkmark for that group on a readily visible 
chalkboard in the classroom.  At the end of the day, groups with fewer than five checkmarks 
received a reward.  In the end, students who participated in the GBG were rated as less 
aggressive than students in the control classrooms by teachers. In a follow-up study at age 19, 
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Kellam and colleagues (2008) reported that participants in the experimental classroom had 
significantly lower rates of violent and criminal behavior compared to participants in the control 
classroom (34% versus 50%).  
 Peer- and community-focused programs.  Peer-focused and community mentoring 
programs have been developed and implemented to decrease the influence of delinquent friends 
and increase the development of positive, prosocial peer relationships.  Although community-
based preventions appeal to the public and political leaders, these programs are typically among 
the first to be cut when budgets fall short.  As a result, quality research studies examining the 
effectiveness of these programs are extremely limited (Welsh et al., 2013).  A meta-analysis of 
18 mentoring programs, conducted by Joliffe and Farrington (2008), provided support that after-
school programming prevents juvenile delinquency.  The authors also noted that mentoring was 
most effective in reducing delinquency when mentor meetings were longer and when mentoring 
was combined with other recidivism interventions. 
 Among one of the most effective community-based intervention programs to date are 
community wide initiatives that bring together people to target a wide range of risk factors, such 
as the Communities That Care (CTC) initiative.  A large-scale randomized control trial involving 
4,400 students across 24 American communities found that CTC significantly reduced the 
initiation of delinquent behavior, alcohol use, and cigarette use between grades 5 and 8 
(Hawkins, Kosterman, Catalano, Hill, & Abbott, 2008).  However, no follow-up studies are 
available to explore the long-term effects of CTC.  
 Individualized programs. Programs designed to target individual-level risk factors 
associated with delinquent behavior have been developed and implemented with children, 
adolescents, and young adults.  These programs typically target risk factors that have been linked 
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to juvenile delinquency and recidivism rates such as low intelligence and attainment.  To date, 
only research on preschool enrichment programs have evaluated the long-term impact on 
offending behavior.   
 The Perry Preschool project, conducted in Michigan, was designed to provide intellectual 
stimulation, increase reasoning ability, and increase later school achievement (Schweinhart & 
Weikart, 1980).  A sample of 123 preschool-aged children were randomly assigned to either the 
experimental or control group.  The experimental group attended the daily preschool program 
and also received home visits for two years (between ages three and five).  Participants in the 
control group were enrolled in traditional preschool programs in the area.  A follow-up study, 
conducted when the children were 19 years old, revealed participants in the experimental group 
were significantly more likely to be employed, to have graduated high school and received at 
least some college-level training, and were less likely to have been arrested than participants in 
the control group (Berrueta-Clement, Schweinhart, Barnett, Epstein, & Weikart, 1984).  A 
follow-up at age 27 revealed participants in the control group had accumulated twice as many 
arrests, on average, than participants in the experimental group (Schweinhart, Barnes, & 
Weikart, 1993). 
 The Child-Parent Center (CPC) program was implemented in pre-school programs in 
impoverished Chicago neighborhoods to provide high quality, active learning programs to 
disadvantaged children. A non-randomized control evaluation of the program revealed that 
children in the program were significantly less like to be arrested by age 18 (17% versus 25%) 
and were more likely to complete high school (50% versus 39%) compared to children in the 
control group who were enrolled in traditional preschool programs (Reynolds, Temple, 
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Robertson, & Mann, 2001).  By age 24, children who participated in the CPC preschool program 
were significantly less likely to have a felony arrest (17% versus 21%; Reynolds et al., 2007).   
 The Carolina Abercedarian Project provided high quality preschool care that targeted 
cognitive and language skill development to 111 children born to low-income families. 
Participants in the control group were not enrolled in preschool, whereas participants in the 
experimental group were enrolled in preschool intervention program.  By the time participants 
were 21, fewer of the participants who participated in the preschool program had been convicted 
of a misdemeanor (14% versus 18%), or felony offense (8% versus 12%) compared to 
participants from the control group who were not enrolled in preschool, although group 
differences were not statistically significant (Campbell, Ramey, Pungello, Sparling, Miller-
Johnson, 2002).     
 Financial benefits and costs of programming.  Welsh and colleagues (2013) 
summarized the findings from a benefit-cost analysis of prevention and intervention programs 
conducted by the Washington State Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP).  Overall, the benefit-
cost analysis summary reported that there are a number of well-research programs that are 
beneficial and exceed the costs associated with program development and implementation.  One 
program that promises to provide outstanding benefits that exceed development and 
implementation costs is that of functional family therapy for juvenile offenders.  In short, the 
FFT program implementation costs approximately $3,100 per family and yields an approximate 
18% reduction in recidivism, according to the WSIPP analysis.  The WSIPP analysis revealed 
that the 18% recidivism rate reduction translates into approximately $32,000 worth of benefits to 
taxpayers, which yields an expected value of $29,100 in benefits per participant. In contrast, 
intensive supervision (e.g., supervised probation or parole) costs approximately $4,100 per 
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participant but only yields a 2% reduction in recidivism rates.  The recidivism reduction 
translates to an average loss of $2,400 for every participant involved in supervised probation or 
parole.  
Implications for Researchers, Practitioners, and Policymakers 
 Historical approaches to crime, theoretical perspectives explaining offending behavior, 
and research on various prevention and intervention strategies and programming have informed 
juvenile and criminal justice policy, research efforts, and practice guidelines for decades.  
Continued efforts in improving prevention and intervention strategies through empirical 
evaluation and implementation will help identify effective ways to address criminal recidivism.  
Policymakers can also provide support in these efforts by looking towards recidivism research 
and effective practices to inform policy standards across the justice system.  The preceding 
review of historical justice practices, theories of offending behavior, and research on prevention 
and intervention programs has specific implications for researchers, practitioners, and 
policymakers involved in the betterment of the American justice system. 
 There currently is an overwhelming amount of recidivism research; however, there are 
few high-quality evaluations that have measured the long-term impact of programming on 
offending behavior.  Although there is promising support for many early prevention programs as 
well as  family-, community-, and school-based interventions, little research has been done to 
examine the impact these prevention and intervention programs have during late adolescence, 
early adulthood, and beyond.  In order to continue enhancing the understanding of what leads to 
recidivism, more long-term studies from childhood through adulthood are necessary. In addition 
to developing and improving interventions, researchers should continue developing, 
implementing, and evaluating early prevention programs to have an even greater impact on 
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overall juvenile and adult crime rates.  In order for such research to take place, funding sources 
must first recognize the importance of research in this area, including the imperative nature of 
long-term follow-up studies.  The continuation of high-quality studies aimed at developing and 
evaluating prevention and intervention programs will contribute to the advancement of scientific 
knowledge in this area and will have an overall impact on how criminal behavior is addressed in 
the future. 
Previous research on various interventions, as well as theoretical explanations for 
offending behavior continue to inform practice with offender populations as well as prevention 
programming for children and adolescents.  Research and theory have repeatedly highlighted the 
long-term effects of parenting (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Long et al., 1994), poverty 
(Campbell et al., 2002; Reynolds et al., 2007), association with deviant peers (Emirbayer & 
Goodwin, 1994), educational experiences (Joliffe & Farrington, 2008; Mattley, 2002; Thornberry 
et al., 2013), employment (Farrington, 2003), and positive life events (Farrington, 2003; Masten, 
2007; Masten, 2006) on offending behavior.  It is also well established that a majority of adult 
offenders have a history of juvenile delinquency.  In fact, it is rare for an adult to offend without 
ever having been in legal trouble as a juvenile (Loeber et al., 2008; Piquero et al., 2007).  
Practitioners should continue to address specific risk and protective factors associated with 
offending behavior and recidivism, as well as continue implementing prevention programs to 
eliminate the development and establishment of criminal behavior altogether.  Implications for 
practice include establishing early prevention programs and also focusing on established risk 
factors and patterns in offending behavior for adolescents with a history of juvenile delinquency 
to decrease the likelihood that they will continue offending into adulthood.  
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For decades, the American justice system has undergone drastic changes in policy and 
procedure for both juvenile and adult offenders.  Some of these changes, such as the “truth-in-
sentencing” (Holt, 1998) and “three strikes, you’re out” (Turner et al., 1999) laws, have had a 
detrimental impact on correctional settings.  In hindsight and through years of research, it is now 
understood that these movements were less than beneficial for all involved.  Moving forward, 
policy decisions should be based on research, not the political agendas for which no evidentiary 
support exists.  Research on criminal career continuity and desistance should be driving 
decisions regarding offender sentencing laws and practices.  Juvenile courts should utilize 
intervention efforts targeted towards reducing risk factors associated with recidivism as opposed 
to handing down harsh sentences on adolescent offenders.  The current justice system is still 
recovering from the widely implemented “get tough on crime” initiative; policymakers have the 
responsibility to avoid worsening current corrections situations and work towards improving 
overall crime rates and criminal punishment by mandating the use of empirically supported 
interventions, addressing sentencing laws for both juveniles and adults, and providing financial 
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This study examined recidivism predictors in a sample of 227 juvenile-only offenders and 208 
persistent offenders using data obtained via Amazon’s Mechanical-Turk system.  Logistic 
regression models revealed current family satisfaction contributed significantly to recidivism 
prediction, indicating that when current family satisfaction is raised by one unit, individuals are 
.98 times less likely to be a persistent offender.  Thematic analyses of open-ended questions 
revealed additional support for the importance of positive, supportive relationships with family; 
74.8% of juvenile-only offenders reported current relationships with family were “closer,” “more 
supportive,” and “more understanding” than past relationships, whereas only 55.7% of persistent 
offenders reported their current relationship with family was better than their past relationship.  
Practical and legal implications for interventions targeted towards interrupting the development 
of a criminal lifestyle are discussed, including the importance of utilizing empirically based 
rehabilitative interventions with juvenile offenders which emphasize positive, encouraging 
support systems.    
 











Understanding Recidivism:  
Comparing Juvenile-Only Offenders and Persistent Offenders 
 Scholars have long debated what leads to the initiation of, continuation in, and desistance 
from criminal behavior.  Research findings have consistently shown strong continuity in 
offending from adolescence to adulthood with nearly half of all juvenile offenders continuing 
criminal engagement beyond age 18 (Le Blanc & Frechette, 1989; Loeber & Farrington, 2011). 
Of the juvenile offenders that become adult offenders, approximately 55% continue offending  
into early adulthood (age 20-25) and nearly 18% continue offending beyond age 25 (Stouthamer-
Loeber, 2010).  Although explanations for offending behavior vary, scholars within criminology 
and psychology generally agree that there is a clear pattern of criminal involvement during the 
transition from adolescence to adulthood.  
Scholars have hypothesized explanations for the existence of offending behavior at 
different points ranging from adolescence to adulthood. Loeber, Farrington, and Petechuk (2013) 
outlined ten processes typically used to explain both persistence in and desistance from 
offending: individual differences in self-control, brain maturation, cognitive development (e.g., 
decision making), behavioral risk factors (e.g., delinquency), behavioral protective factors (e.g., 
nervousness, social isolation), social risk and protective factors (e.g., family, peers, school), 
mental illness and/or substance use, life circumstances (e.g., getting married, becoming 
employed), contextual factors, neighborhood (e.g., living in a disadvantaged neighborhood), and 
justice response (e.g., transfer to adult court, imprisonment).  The researchers explained that 
although the aforementioned processes influence offending behavior, they tend to take place at 
different points across the lifespan.  For instance, exposure to risk factors increases from 
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childhood through adolescence, whereas changes in life circumstances typically occur from late 
adolescence into early adulthood.   
Criminal Thinking 
Although some individuals may be involved in criminal acts at one point or another, 
Walters (1995) differentiates those individuals from ones leading a criminal lifestyle, or an 
enduring pattern of violation including irresponsibility in various aspects of one’s life, self-
indulgence, interpersonal intrusiveness, and a disregard for social norms and laws.  Attitudes, 
beliefs, and rationalizations used to justify criminal behavior have been collectively identified as 
criminal thinking (Walters, 1995) and are recognized within forensics and criminology as 
important facilitators in the understanding and prediction of criminal behavior (Andrews & 
Bonta, 2010; Wallinius, Johansson, Larden, & Dernevik, 2011).   
The Psychological Inventory of Criminal Thinking Styles (PICTS; Walters, 2013) was 
specifically designed to assess eight thinking styles believed to be vital in supporting a criminal 
lifestyle: mollification (blaming others, avoiding responsibility), cutoff (elimination of 
deterrents), entitlement (attitude of privilege), power orientation (desire for power/control over 
others), sentimentality (performing good deeds to relieve guilt), superoptimism (belief in 
personal invulnerability), cognitive indolence (lack of critical reasoning), and discontinuity (lack 
of consistency in thoughts and actions).  Criminal lifestyles exist on a continuum in which some 
individuals are able to maintain relatively stable and successful lives while still endorsing 
characteristics of criminal thinking.  As such, there currently is no established “cut-off” point for 
distinguishing offenders from non-offenders (Walters, 2007a).  However, researchers have 
identified trends in criminal thinking patterns that tend to be associated with recidivism.  
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In a meta-analysis of the PICTS as a predictor of recidivism, Walters (2012) found that 
the General Criminal Thinking score (PICTS: Gen.; produced by summing scores on the PICTS 
subscales) predicted recidivism above and beyond age and criminal history.  In addition to the 
PICTS: Gen. score, the PICTS yields a proactive thinking score (PICTS: Pro., related to 
historical criminal thinking and calculating aspects of criminal cognition), and a reactive 
thinking score (PICTS: React., related to current criminal thinking and impulsive features of 
criminal cognition).  Research has consistently shown that PICTS: Gen., PICTS: Pro., and 
PICTS: React. scores are generally capable of predicting future recidivism (Palmer & Hollin, 
2004; Walters, 1995; Walters & Elliott, 1999).  To date, the PICTS is the most widely used self-
report measure to assess both the process and content of criminal thinking.  
Personal, Social, and Environmental Predictors of Criminal Behavior 
Bandura (2006) emphasized self-efficacy, defined as an individual’s judgment about their 
ability to complete a particular task, as an important component of the learning process.  Self-
efficacy is believed to be the key mechanism of human agency, or the belief that one has the 
ability to produce a desired effect.  Specifically, individuals who believe they are capable of 
completing a task are more likely to attempt that task, where as individuals who do not believe 
they are capable are less likely to attempt the task.  Self-efficacy and human agency, together, 
are important catalysts behind the decisions that people make throughout their lives.  From a 
criminological perspective, an individual is not likely to desist from criminal behavior to pursue 
a more successful path (e.g., earn a college degree) if they do not perceive themselves as capable 
of doing so.  
Iselin, Mulvey, Loughran, Chung, and Schubert (2012) explored whether serious 
adolescent offenders’ perceptions of their ability to accomplish goals predicted how often they 
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engaged in behaviors consistent with achieving those goals at a later age.  They found that 
offenders who perceived themselves as more capable of accomplishing positive goals were 
significantly more likely to engage in positive behaviors consistent with achieving their goals 
than offenders who perceived themselves as less capable of accomplishing their goals. Results 
are consistent with Bandura’s concept of self-efficacy in that those who believed the likelihood 
of being able to accomplish goals was high actually made efforts to change their behaviors and 
avoid criminal involvement.   
Social contexts are also believed to play a notable role in the persistence or desistence of 
criminal engagement.  As part of a longitudinal study of juvenile delinquency, The Denver 
Youth Survey (DYS; Huizinga, Weiher, Espiritu, & Esbensen, 2003) examined the impact of 
arrests and imprisonment on future behavior among juvenile offenders.  It was expected that the 
experience of being arrested and imprisoned would act as a deterrent from engaging in criminal 
behavior in the future.  However, several DYS reports have shown that arrests and imprisonment 
among juveniles do not necessarily deter against criminal behavior.  Similar results have also 
been found for juveniles who were placed on probation following an arrest (Huizinga & Espiritu, 
1999).  Given that imprisonment or other punishments may not effectively deter juveniles from 
continuing to engage in criminal acts, alternative interventions should be explored in order to 
lessen the possibility of persistent offending into adulthood.   
The DYS (Huizinga et al., 2003) also explored predictors of having a successful 
adolescence/young adulthood, defined as involvement in no more than two serious 
delinquencies, no more than two occasions of problems resulting from drug use, being in an age-
appropriate grade in school, and consistently having good self-esteem and self-efficacy.  A 
discriminant analysis revealed that the best predictors of success were having conventional 
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friends, having a stable family, good parental monitoring, having expectations or perceived 
opportunities for the future, and peer delinquency (negatively related to success).  Although the 
researchers emphasized that there is no one single ingredient for success, there appears to be a 
notable relationship between risk and protective factors.  Specifically, as the number of risk 
factors (e.g., delinquency, poor relationships with friends and family, poor self-efficacy) 
increase, the probability of success decreases.  Likewise, as the number of protective factors 
(e.g., limited/no delinquencies, healthy relationships with friends and family, and higher self-
efficacy) increase, the probability of success increases.  
In addition to longitudinal survey-based methods, researchers have also examined 
recidivism via qualitative designs.  Hahn (2007) studied the experiences of 10 young men who 
were former juvenile offenders but were deemed “adult success stories” because they had shown 
abatement of delinquent behaviors, were achieving meaningful goals, and were engaged in 
productive work.  He found that having a supportive mentor or family was instrumental in the 
success of all participants.  Other emerging themes which contributed to success included having 
at least one negative experience with the juvenile justice system and drastic alterations of peer 
groups.  Similarly, Maller (2009) studied the experiences of five young women who were 
deemed “adult success stories” and noted that all participants lacked a strong bond with a 
primary caregiver as a child.  Additionally, participants reported a history of academic failures 
and strong associations with deviant peers throughout adolescence.  The women also described a 
“transition” period in which they altered their surroundings from one that promoted deviance to 
one that supported healthy living. Success among the women was generally reinforced by 
positive peer associations, meaningful relationships, and engagement in work.  
53 
 
Research on criminal thinking, findings from Hahn’s (2007) and Maller’s (2009) 
qualitative work, in addition to longitudinal quantitative explorations, provide support for the 
impact of criminal thinking patterns, observational learning from family or peers, and 
reinforcement of delinquent behaviors on establishing a criminal lifestyle.  The present study 
extended previous work by exploring a range of hypothesized recidivism factors among a sample 
of individuals who have committed crimes as juvenile (i.e., before age 18) and have either 
continued to offend into adulthood (hereinafter referred to as persistent offenders) or have 
desisted from criminal behavior since reaching adulthood (hereinafter referred to as juvenile-only 
offenders).  In addition to surveys, the present study included open-ended questions to provide 
participants with an opportunity to share their unique experiences.     
The Present Study 
For purposes of this study, recidivism was coded as a dichotomous grouping variable. 
Participants from the juvenile-only offender sample have no adult arrests and were assigned a “0” 
for recidivism; participants from the persistent offender sample have at least two adult arrests 
and were assigned a “1” for recidivism. The following research questions were addressed: 1) Do 
juvenile-only offenders differ demographically from persistent offenders with respect to age, 
marital status, sexual orientation, race/ethnicity, level of education, length of time at current 
occupation, number of juvenile arrests, and number of consequences in response to juvenile 
arrests? 2) Which factors (i.e., number of juvenile arrests, number of consequences in response to 
juvenile arrests, general criminal thinking, proactive criminal thinking, reactive criminal 
thinking, current criminal thinking, historical criminal thinking, self-efficacy, past family 
satisfaction, current family satisfaction, past perceived social support, and current perceived 





  Sample 1: Juvenile-only offenders.  Participants in the first sample were juvenile-only 
offenders who had never been arrested as adults.  Data for 45 individuals were excluded because 
either irrelevant information was provided for open-ended questions (e.g., responding with “yes” 
or “16” when asked “What was your most serious juvenile offense [prior to age 18]?”; n = 15) or 
they failed to meet study criteria (e.g., under age 25 or only having one juvenile arrest; n = 30). 
These individuals were provided an individualized explanation for why they were not 
reimbursed.  The remaining juvenile-only offender sample consisted of 227 participants.  
Participant age ranged from 25 to 75 (M = 31.96; SD = 7.84) and number of juvenile 
arrests ranged from 2 to 8 (M = 2.72; SD = 1.04).  Race/ethnicity was reported as 65.2% (n = 
148) Caucasian, 17.2% (n = 39) Asian/Pacific Islander, 9.3% (n = 21) Hispanic, 7.5% (n = 17) 
Black, and 0.9% (n = 2) Other.  Education levels varied; 34.8% (n = 79) had a bachelor’s degree, 
25.1% (n = 57) had some college experience, 13.2% (n = 30) had an associate’s degree, 8.8% (n 
= 20) received a high school diploma, 8.4% (n = 19) received a GED, 7.9% (n = 18) had a 
master’s degree, and 1.8% (n = 4) had some high school experience.  A majority of participants 
either reported having been at their current job for more than 24 months (52.4%, n = 119) or 
reported they were currently unemployed (12.8%, n = 29).   
Sample 2: Persistent offenders.  Participants in the second sample were persistent 
offenders who had at least two juvenile arrests (i.e., prior to age 18) and at least two adult arrests 
(i.e., after age 18).  Data for 66 individuals were excluded because either irrelevant information 
was provided for open-ended questions (e.g., responding with “n” or “yes” when asked “What 
types of consequences [if any] did you receive as a result of committing this offense?”; n = 12) 
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or they failed to meet study criteria (e.g., under age 25, reported only one juvenile arrest, or 
reported only one adult arrest; n = 54).  These individuals were provided an individualized 
explanation for why they were not reimbursed.  The remaining persistent offender sample 
consisted of 208 participants. 
Participant age ranged from 25 to 61 (M = 31.95; SD = 6.72).  Number of juvenile arrests 
ranged from 2 to 8 (M = 2.64; SD = .97) and number of adult arrests ranged from 2 to 8 (M = 
2.50; SD = .98).  Race/ethnicity was reported as 69.2% (n = 144) Caucasian, 16.3% (n = 34) 
Asian/Pacific Islander, 9.6% (n = 20) Black, 4.3% (n = 9) Hispanic, and 0.5% (n = 1) Other. 
Education levels also varied for the persistent offender sample; 26.9% (n = 56) had a bachelor’s 
degree, 25% (n = 52) had some college experience, 17.8% (n = 37) received a high school 
diploma, 7.7% (n = 16) received a GED, 7.7% (n = 16) had an associate’s degree, 7.7% (n = 16) 
had a master’s degree, 5.3% (n = 11) had some high school experience, and 1.9% (n = 4) had no 
high school experience.  Similar to the juvenile-only offender sample, a majority of persistent 
offenders reported either having been at their current job for more than 24 months (42.8%, n = 
89) or reported they were currently unemployed (21.6%, n = 45).  
Measures 
Demographic Questionnaire.  Questions regarding age, marital status, sexual 
orientation, race/ethnicity, education, occupation (i.e., current occupation and length of tenure, in 
months, at current occupation), and criminal history (i.e., number of juvenile arrests, number and 
type of consequences in response to juvenile arrests, and number of adult arrests) were included 
as part of the demographic questionnaire (see Appendix D).  
 To obtain data on the number of juvenile arrests, all participants were asked “How many 
times have you been arrested as a juvenile (before age 18)?” Participants were required to select 
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either “Once,” “Twice,” “Three times,” “Four times,” “Five times,” “Six times,” “Seven times,” 
or “More than seven times,” as opposed to allowing participants to answer using an open-ended 
question format.  This format was chosen to eliminate the possibility of confusing responses and 
guarantee that data could be easily interpreted.  Individuals who selected “Once” were excluded 
from the study because all participants were required to have at least two juvenile arrests.  
Consequences in response to juvenile arrests were also assessed using a standard format 
to eliminate confusion in interpretation.  All participants were asked “What legal consequences 
did you receive, if any, in response to the crimes you committed as a juvenile (before age 18)? 
Please select all that apply to you.”  Types of consequences included “I never received any legal 
consequences for the crimes I committed,” “I was sentenced to probation,” “I was sentenced to 
serve time in a juvenile detention facility,” “I was sentenced to serve time in an inpatient 
rehabilitation facility,” “I was sentenced to community service,” “I was sentenced to pay 
fines/restitution,” and “Other.”  Participants who indicated they had never received any legal 
consequences were assigned “0” for number of consequences in response to juvenile arrests. All 
other participants were assigned a number from “1” to “6” based upon the number of 
consequences they selected (e.g., if they indicated they had received probation and community 
service, they were assigned “2” for number of consequences in response to juvenile arrests).   
 Psychological Inventory of Criminal Thinking Styles (PICTS; Walters, 2013).  The 
PICTS (see Appendix E) is an 80-item self-report measure which assesses eight thinking styles 
believed to support criminal lifestyles (i.e., mollification, cutoff, entitlement, power orientation, 
sentimentality, superoptimism, cognitive indolence, and discontinuity).  The PICTS also 
provides two general content scale scores (i.e., current criminal thinking [PICTS: Cur.] and 
historical criminal thinking [PICTS: Hist.]), two higher-order scale scores (i.e., proactive 
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thinking scale [PICTS: Pro.] and reactive thinking scale [PICTS: React.]), and a general criminal 
thinking score (PICTS: Gen.).  All items are rated on a 4-point Likert-type scale (1=disagree, 
4=strongly agree).  Results are reported as raw scores and are converted to T-scores to determine 
whether participants’ meet cutoff criteria for specific criminal thinking patterns. 
 Walters (2006) reported that PICTS: Pro, PICTS: React., and PICTS: Gen. tend to be 
stronger predictors of recidivism than any of the eight thinking style scales.  A T-score of 50 or 
higher on the PICTS: Gen. scale indicates the presence of a belief system that supports and 
reinforces a criminal lifestyle. A T-score of 55 or greater on the PICTS: Pro. scale and at least 10 
T-score points higher than the PICTS: React. scale suggests deliberate and planned criminal 
thinking, whereas a T-score or 55 or greater on the PICTS: React. scale and at least 10 T-score 
points higher than the PICTS: Pro. scale suggests impulsive and disorganized criminal thinking.  
 Walters (2006) reported excellent internal consistency for the PICTS: Pro, PICTS: React., 
and PICTS: Gen. scales for males with Cronbach α’s of 0.88, 0.91, and 0.94 respectively. 
Cronbach’s α for the PICTS: Pro. scale was 0.94 for the juvenile-only offender sample and the 
persistent offender sample.  For the PICTS: React. scale, Cronbach α’s were 0.83 for the 
juvenile-only offender sample and 0.86 for the persistent offender sample.  Cronbach α’s for the 
PICTS: Gen. scale were 0.96 for the juvenile-only offender sample and 0.95 for the persistent 
offender sample.   
Walters et al. (2007b) demonstrated support for the concurrent validity of the PICTS: 
Pro. and PICTS: React. scales in which the PICTS: Pro. scale correlated best with prior arrests 
for proactive crime (i.e., robbery, burglary) and the PICTS: React. scale correlated best with 
prior arrests for reactive crime (i.e., assault, battery).  Morgan, Fisher, Duan, Mandracchia, and 
Murray (2010) reported moderate correlations between the Criminal Sentiments Scale-Modified 
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(CSS-M; Simourd, 1997), a measure of criminal thought content, and the PICTS thinking style, 
higher-order, and general criminal thinking scales, lending support for the concurrent validity of 
the PICTS.  Pearson correlations computed for 13 different samples in which the PICTS was 
used to predict recidivism suggest moderate effect sizes for the predictive validity of the PICTS. 
More specifically, Walters (2006) noted that low scores on PICTS scales are likely to do a better 
job of predicting good outcomes than high scores do of predicting negative outcomes.  
New General Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE; Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001).  The NGSE 
(see Appendix F) is an 8-item self-report measure which assesses “one’s belief in one’s 
competence to effect requisite performance across a wide variety of achievement situations” 
(Chen et al., 2001, p.75).  An example item from this scale is “I will be able to achieve more of 
the goals that I have set for myself.”  Items are rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1=strongly 
disagree, 5=strongly agree) and higher scores indicate higher levels of general self-efficacy.  
Chen and colleagues (2001) reported excellent internal consistency for the measure with 
a Cronbach α’s of 0.86 and 0.90 at Time 1 and Time 2 (3 weeks after Time 1), respectively.  In 
the present study, Cronbach α’s were 0.90 for the juvenile-only offender sample and 0.92 for the 
persistent offender sample.  Principle components analyses conducted at Time 1 and Time 2 
revealed that the NGSE scale is unidimensional with eigenvalues of 4.17 and 4.76, accounting 
for 52% and 59% of the total item variance, respectively.  Independent panels of undergraduate 
and graduate psychology students examined the content validity of the NGSE scale using 
definitions of general self-efficacy and self-esteem.  They were asked to indicate whether each of 
the NGSE items captures general self-efficacy, defined as, “one’s estimate of one’s overall 
ability to perform successfully in a wide variety of achievement situations or how confident one 
is that she or he can perform effectively across different tasks and situations,” or self-esteem, 
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defined as, “the overall affective evaluation of one’s own worth, value, or importance, or to how 
one feels about oneself as a person” (Chen et al., 2001, p. 79).  Results from the graduate 
students revealed that 98% of the NGSE items were identified as measuring general self-efficacy 
and 2% were identified as measuring self-esteem.  Results from the undergraduate students 
revealed that 87% of the NGSE items were identified as measuring general self-efficacy, 11% 
were identified as measuring self-esteem, and 2% were identified as “other.”  Results generally 
suggest support for the content validity of the NGSE scale indicating that the measure is more 
consistent with general self-efficacy than self-esteem.  
 Family Satisfaction by Adjectives Scale (FSAS; Barraca, Yarton, & Olea, 2000).  
The FSAS (see Appendix G) was used to measure participants’ overall satisfaction with their 
family.  To assess for potential changes in family satisfaction before and after the transition 
period (i.e., from adolescence to young adulthood), participants completed the instrument twice. 
First, participants were instructed to think about their current family while responding to the 
items.  Then, participants were instructed to think about their family during the time of their most 
serious juvenile offense (i.e., most serious offense prior to age 18) and completed the Family 
Satisfaction by Adjectives Scale-Past (FSAS-P) with respect to that time period (see Appendix 
I). 
The FSAS is a 27-item semantic differential measure which uses bipolar adjectives to 
assess the different feelings experienced while with family.  Family was defined as those people 
who live in the same home as the participants.  Participants were reminded that family is not 
limited to parents or siblings; rather, family may include grandparents, aunts, uncles, or children. 
If the participant did not live with family (i.e., they lived with roommates), they were instructed 
to think about the family with whom they were closest.  Participants were instructed to not 
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include extended family who are only involved in the participant’s life occasionally.  The 
instrument was preceded by the sentence: “When I am with my family, I mostly feel….” 
Participants indicated their level of satisfaction (i.e., totally satisfied, quite satisfied, or to some 
extent satisfied) with respect to 27 sets of bipolar adjectives (e.g., happy/unhappy, 
understood/misunderstood, relax/tense).  Each set of adjectives is ranked on a 6-point scale with 
“1” being less satisfied with regards to an adjective pair and “6” being more satisfied with 
regards to an adjective pair.  Total scores range from 27 to 162 with higher scores indicating 
higher levels of family satisfaction.  
 Barraca and colleagues (2000) reported excellent internal consistency with Cronbach’s α 
of 0.98.  In the present study, Cronbach α’s were 0.97 for the juvenile-only offender sample and 
0.98 for the persistent offender sample. Cronbach α’s for the FSAS-P were 0.96 for the juvenile-
only offender sample and 0.96 for the persistent offender sample. The FSAS is considered a 
unidimensional scale with one factor explaining 62.3% of the variance, indicating the presence 
of a single construct.  Support for the convergent validity of the FSAS was obtained by Barraca 
and colleagues by exploring the relationship between the FSAS and two other well-established 
measures of family satisfaction: Family Satisfaction (Olson & Wilson, 1982) and Family 
Satisfaction Scale (Carver & Jones, 1992).  Results revealed close relationships between the 
FSAS and Family Satisfaction (r = 0.64) and Family Satisfaction Scale (r = 0.78).  
 Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS; Zimet, Dahlem, 
Zimet, & Farley, 1988).  The MSPSS (see Appendix H) was used to measure perceived support 
from family (e.g., “My family is willing to help me make decisions”), friends (e.g., “My friends 
really try to help me”), and a significant other (e.g., “There is a special person in my life who 
cares about my feelings”).  To assess for potential changes in perceived social support before and 
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after the transition period (i.e., from adolescence to young adulthood), participants completed the 
measure twice.  First, participants were instructed to think about their current relationships with 
those around them. Then, participants were instructed to think about their relationships with 
those around them at the time they committed their most serious juvenile offense (i.e., most 
serious offense prior to age 18) and completed the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social 
Support-Past (MSPSS-P) with respect to that time period (see Appendix J).  
 The MSPSS is a 12-item self-report measure in which all items are rated on a 7-point 
Likert-type scale (1=very strongly disagree to 7=very strongly agree).  Higher scores indicate 
higher levels of perceived social support.  
Zimet and colleagues (1988) reported excellent internal consistency with Cronbach’s α of 
0.88.  In the present study, Cronbach α’s were 0.94 for the juvenile-only offender sample and 
0.95 for the persistent offender sample.  For the MSPSS-P, Cronbach α’s were 0.94 for the 
juvenile-only offender sample and 0.95 for the persistent offender sample.  Zimet and colleagues 
also reported evidence in support of the construct validity of the MSPSS.  Perceived support 
from family was significantly inversely related to depression (r = -0.24, p < .01) and anxiety (r 
= -0.18, p < .01).  Perceived support from friends was inversely related to depression (r = -0.24, 
p < .01), but not to anxiety.  Additionally, perceived support from a significant other was 
inversely related to depression (r = -0.13, p < .05).  
Open-ended Questions.  A set of open-ended questions was included at the end of the 
survey to allow for a more in-depth examination of individual experiences (see Appendix K).  
Participants answered questions about what things were like for them at the time of their most 
serious juvenile offense and were also asked how their current life circumstances compare to 
their past experiences.  Participants answered questions about their neighborhood environment, 
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relationship with family, and their support systems.  A thematic analysis of the responses was 
conducted to amplify and clarify quantitative results.  
Procedure 
 Both samples were obtained via Amazon’s Mechanical-Turk (MTurk) system using two 
separate study announcements (see Appendix B and C).  MTurk is an increasingly popular data 
collection system which provides quick and inexpensive access to high-quality behavioral 
research participants.  Research regarding the use of MTurk for behavioral studies has shown 
that MTurk participants are truthful and consistent when providing demographic information 
(Rand, 2011), are as reliable as non-MTurk samples, and are more representative of the general 
population than traditional student samples (Buhrmester, et al., 2011).  In the MTurk system, 
participants register as “workers,” and provide their payment information to Amazon. 
Researchers (i.e., “requesters”) post “HITs” (i.e., the study announcement) for the “workers” to 
complete.  All data collected through MTurk are anonymous. 
Upon reviewing and accepting the “HIT,” eligible and consenting participants were 
directed to the survey via a Qualtrics link where they reviewed the information statement and 
indicated consent by electing to continue on to the survey.  In order to review participant 
responses and only distribute payment for complete and appropriate data, participants were 
required to enter their unique MTurk identification number at the outset of the survey.  This 
identification number is arbitrarily assigned to individuals when they register as a “worker” with 
Amazon and is in no way linked to any personally identifying information about participants. 
MTurk ID’s were used to link survey responses to the identification numbers provided by MTurk 
in order to determine the appropriateness of reimbursement.  Participants whose open-ended 
responses were irrelevant or did not meet study requirements were not reimbursed. 
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Individualized messages were sent to explain why they were not reimbursed.  Additionally, 
participants who completed both studies (i.e., individuals who claimed to be both a juvenile-only 
offender and a persistent offender) were not reimbursed and their data was removed from the 
study.  Participants who submitted complete and appropriate data were reimbursed $2.00.  
Data Analysis 
Initial analyses and sample differences on predictor variables.  Means and standard 
deviations were calculated for all appropriate variables including age, number of juvenile arrests,  
number of consequences in response to juvenile arrests, PICTS: Gen. score, PICTS: Pro. score, 
PICTS: React. score, PICTS: Cur. score, PICTS: Hist. score, NGSE score, FSAS and FSAS-P 
scores, and MSPSS and MSPSS-P scores.  Sample differences on predictor variables were 
examined using a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA).  Frequencies were calculated 
for types of consequences received in response to juvenile arrests, marital status, sexual 
orientation, race/ethnicity, level of education, and length at current occupation. Cronbach α’s 
were calculated for all measures to assess reliability. 
Sample differences on demographic variables.  To address the first research question 
regarding whether or not juvenile-only offenders differ from persistent offenders with respect to 
demographic variables, sample differences on categorical demographic variables (i.e., marital 
status, sexual orientation, race/ethnicity, and level of education) were examined using a series of 
Chi-square analyses. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine whether the 
two groups differed in age, number of juvenile arrests, and number of consequences following 
juvenile arrests.  
Binary logistic regression analyses. To address the second research question regarding 
which factors best predict the probability that a participant is a persistent offender, logistic 
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regression analyses were conducted.  Binary logistic regression was chosen as the most 
appropriate statistic for this research question because the outcome variable (i.e., recidivism) is 
dichotomous.   
Open-ended question thematic analyses.  Responses to all seven open-ended questions 
were reviewed and thematic summaries were noted to assist in data interpretation and 
clarification.  
Results 
Initial Analyses of Demographic Variables 
 Descriptive statistics for all demographic variables were calculated separately for each 
sample.  There was no significant difference in the average age of participants (juvenile-only 
offender sample M = 31.96, SD= 7.84; persistent offender sample M = 31.95, SD= 6.72), number 
of juvenile arrests (juvenile-only offender sample M = 2.72, SD = 1.04; persistent offender 
sample M = 2.64, SD = 0.97), or number of consequences in response to juvenile arrests 
(juvenile-only offender sample M = 1.93, SD = 1.01; persistent offender sample M = 1.75, SD = 
1.12).  Percentages for all categorical demographic variables are presented in Table 1.  When 
types of consequences received in response to juvenile arrests were examined individually for 
participants in the juvenile-only offender sample, 7% (n = 16) indicated they had not received 
any consequences, 55.5% (n = 126) indicated they had received probation, 26% (n = 59) 
indicated they had served time in a juvenile detention facility, 9.7% (n = 22) reported they 
participated an inpatient rehabilitation program, 49.8% (n = 113) indicated they were sentenced 
to community service, 45.8% (n = 104) reported they had to pay a fine/restitution, and 6.6% (n = 
15) indicated they received another type of consequence.  Examples of “Other” consequences 
reported include loss of driver’s license, completion of drug and/or alcohol classes, completion 
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of a diversion program, and home detention.  Among participants in the persistent offender 
sample, 10.6% (n = 22) indicated they had not received any consequences, 57.7% (n = 120) 
indicated they had received probation, 27.9% (n = 58) indicated they had served time in a 
juvenile detention facility, 7.2% (n = 15) reported they participated an inpatient rehabilitation 
program, 42.3% (n = 88) indicated they were sentenced to community service, 39.4% (n = 82) 
reported they had to pay a fine/restitution, and 1.0% (n = 2) indicated they received another type 
of consequence. “Other” consequences reported include participation in an Alcoholics 
Anonymous group and attending a victim impact panel.   
Chi-square analyses of categorical demographic variables indicate there is a significantly 
higher proportion of participants from the persistent offender sample who earned a high school 
diploma and who are unemployed.  A chi-square analysis of types of consequences received 
could not be conducted because the participants selected all consequences that applied.  
However, percentages of the samples who selected each consequence are noted in Table 1.  
Participants in the juvenile-only offender sample selected from 0 to 6 different consequences (M 
= 1.93; SD = 1.12), while participants in the persistent offender sample selected from 0 to 6 
different consequences (M = 1.75; SD = 1.12).  Percentages for all categorical demographic 
variables are presented in Table 1.   
Sample Differences on Predictor Variables 
 A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to examine sample 
differences on each of the predictor variables (Number of Juvenile Arrests, Number of Juvenile 
Consequences, PICTS: Gen, PICTS: Pro., PICTS: React., PICTS: Cur., PICTS: Hist., Self-
Efficacy, FSAS: Current, FSAS: Past, MSPSS: Current, and MSPSS: Past).  Using Pillai’s Trace, 
results revealed a significant multivariate effect [F(12, 422) = 2.23, p < .01].  Descriptive 
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statistics for juvenile-only and persistent offenders on all 12 predictor variables and F values for 
follow-up univariate tests for each measure are presented in Table 2.  Participants in the juvenile-
only offender sample had significantly higher current family satisfaction and perceived social 
support scores, and significantly lower current criminal thinking scores than participants in the 
persistent offender sample.  
Because Walter’s (2006) reported that PICTS: Pro, PICTS: React., and PICTS: Gen. tend 
to be stronger predictors of recidivism than any of the eight thinking style scales, data for the 
current study were examined using his cutoff criteria.  In the present study, 24.7% of juvenile-
only offenders and 28.9% of persistent offenders have criminal thinking profiles suggesting a 
tendency to adhere to deliberate and planned criminal thinking styles, whereas 8.4% juvenile-
only offenders and 7.2% persistent offenders have profiles suggesting a tendency to adhere to 
impulsive and disorganized criminal thinking styles. 
Correlations among Predictor Variables 
 Pearson product moment correlation coefficients for each sample were conducted for all 
predictor variables.  Correlations for the juvenile-only offender sample and persistent offender 
sample are provided in Tables 3 and 4, respectively.  Correlations between General Criminal 
Thinking and the criminal thinking subscales (i.e., Proactive, Reactive, Current, and Historical 
criminal thinking) were generally strong with coefficients ranging from .85 to .97 for the 
juvenile-only offender sample and .87 to .97 for the persistent offender sample.  
 Both samples yielded moderately strong negative correlations between self-efficacy and 
all criminal thinking scales, indicating as self-efficacy increases, criminal thinking tends to 
weaken.  Of the five criminal thinking scales, correlations between self-efficacy and current 
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criminal thinking were strongest among both the juvenile-only offender sample, r(225) = -.34, p 
< .01, as well as the persistent offender sample, r(206) = -.42, p < .01.       
 Correlations between family satisfaction and perceived social support were also notable. 
Very strong positive correlations between current family satisfaction and current perceived social 
support were found among the juvenile-only offenders, r(225) = .75, p < .01), as well as the 
persistent offenders, r(206) = .74, p < .01.  There were also strong positive correlations between 
past family satisfaction and past perceived social support among the juvenile-only offenders, 
r(225) = .53, p < .01), as well as the persistent offenders, r(206) = .47, p < .01.  Current 
perceived social support and past perceived social support were weakly positively correlated for 
juvenile-only offenders, r(225) = .24, p < .01, and strongly positively correlated for persistent 
offenders, r(206) = .52, p < .01.  However, current family satisfaction and past family 
satisfaction were only weakly positively correlated for persistent offenders, r(206) = .21, p < .01. 
Results yielded a negative, negligible relationship between current and past family satisfaction 
for juvenile-only offenders.  
Binary Logistic Regressions 
 Model 1: Full model.  Binary logistic regressions were conducted to predict the 
likelihood that an individual is a persistent offender using a number of variables.  A full model 
including all 12 predictor variables (i.e., general criminal thinking, proactive criminal thinking, 
reactive criminal thinking, current criminal thinking, historical criminal thinking, self-efficacy, 
current family satisfaction, past family satisfaction, current perceived social support, past 
perceived social support, number of juvenile arrests, and number of consequences in response to 
juvenile arrests) addressed the question of which factors best predict the likelihood that an 
individual is a persistent offender.  A test of the full model against a constant only model was 
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statistically significant, X2(12, N = 435) = 26.68, p < .01, indicating that the predictors, as a set, 
reliably distinguished between juvenile-only offenders and persistent offenders.  The model was 
able to correctly classify 52.4% of persistent offenders and 66.5% of juvenile-only offenders, for 
an overall success rate of 59.8%.  When examining whether each variable independently 
improved the model when all other variables were constant, current criminal thinking (p = .039), 
current family satisfaction (p < .001) and current perceived social support (p = .020) were 
significant.  However, Nagelkerke’s R2 of .08 indicated a very weak relationship between 
prediction and grouping.  Furthermore, the Wald criterion demonstrated that only current family 
satisfaction, when included with all other predictors as a set, made a significant contribution to 
prediction (p < .01).  The Exp(B) value indicates that when current family satisfaction is raised 
by one unit, the odds ratio is .98 times smaller and therefore offenders are .98 times less likely to 
be a persistent offender.  A summary of the logistic regression analysis for the full model are 
presented in Table 5.  
 Model 2: Current criminal thinking, family satisfaction, and perceived social 
support.  A second model was built using only variables that independently made a significant 
contribution to prediction in Model 1 when all other variables were held constant.  In Model 2, 
current criminal thinking, current family satisfaction, and current perceived social support were 
included as predictors.  A test of Model 2 against a constant only model was statistically 
significant, X2(3, N = 435) = 18.81, p < .001, indicating that the predictors, as a set, reliably 
distinguished between juvenile-only offenders and persistent offenders.  Model 2 was able to 
correctly classify 50.0% of persistent offenders and 61.7% of juvenile-only offenders, for an 
overall success rate of 56.1%.  When examining whether each variable independently improved 
the model when all other variables were held constant, only current family satisfaction was 
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significant (p = .001).  Nagelkerke’s R2 of .06 indicated an even weaker relationship between 
prediction and grouping than did Model 1.  As was the case with Model 1, the Wald criterion in 
Model 2 demonstrated that only current family satisfaction, when included with all other 
predictors as a set, made a significant contribution to prediction (p = .001).  The Exp(B) value 
was also identical to Model 1, indicating that when current family satisfaction is raised by one 
unit, the odds ratio is .98 times smaller and therefore offenders are .98 times less likely to be a 
persistent offender.  A summary of the logistic regression analysis for Model 2 are presented in 
Table 6. 
Thematic Analyses of Open-Ended Questions 
Past neighborhood environment.  When asked to describe the neighborhood 
environment in which they lived at the time of their most serious juvenile offense, 105 (46.3%) 
juvenile-only offenders indicated their past neighborhood was unsafe.  These participants 
described their surroundings as “urban,” “rundown,” “ghetto,” “poverty ridden,” or “full of 
crime.”  Participants who indicated their past neighborhood was safe (n = 122, 53.7%) described 
their surroundings as “suburban,” “supportive,” “friendly neighbors,” “low crime,” or “a wealthy 
area.”   
Responses were similar among the persistent offenders with 94 participants (41.2%) 
indicating their past neighborhood was unsafe.  These persistent offenders described their 
surroundings as “urban,” “violent,” “dangerous,” “ghetto,” “lots of crime,” or “low income.”  
Persistent offenders who indicated their past neighborhood was safe (n = 114, 54.8%) described 




Current neighborhood environment.  When asked how their current neighborhood 
environment differs from their past neighborhood environment, 91 (40.1%) juvenile-only 
offenders indicated their current neighborhood environment is the same as the neighborhood 
environment in which they lived at the time of their most serious juvenile offense.  Of those 91 
participants, 27 reported their past neighborhood and their current neighborhood was unsafe and 
64 reported their past neighborhood and their current neighborhood was safe.  Fifty-three 
(23.3%) juvenile-only offenders indicated their current neighborhood environment is worse than 
their past neighborhood environment and described their current neighborhood as “less safe,” 
“more ghetto,” or had “unsupportive neighbors.”  The remaining 83 (36.6%) juvenile-only 
offenders indicated their current neighborhood environment is better and described their 
neighborhoods as “more safe,” “more supportive,” “wealthier,” or “way better.”  
When persistent offenders were asked how their current neighborhood environment 
differs from their past neighborhood environment, 82 (39.4%) participants indicated it is the 
same as the neighborhood environment in which they lived at the time of their most serious 
juvenile offense.  Of those 82 participants, 30 indicated their past neighborhood was unsafe and 
52 indicated their past neighborhood was safe.  Similar to juvenile-only offenders, 42 (20.2%) 
persistent offenders indicated their current neighborhood is worse than the neighborhood in 
which they lived at the time of their most serious juvenile offense.  These participants described 
their current neighborhood as “the hood,” “ghetto,” “scary,” “a lot of crime,” “low class,” “rough 
part of town,” or “lots of drug and gang activity.”  In contrast, 84 (40.4%) persistent offenders 
indicated their current neighborhood is safer than their past neighborhood and described it as 
“nicer,” “friendlier,” “suburban,” and “comfortable.”   
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Past relationships with family.  Participants were asked to describe their relationship 
with their family at the time of their most serious juvenile offense.  Of the juvenile-only 
offenders, 106 (46.7%) described their past relationships with family as “distant,” “not close,” 
“alienated from eachother,” or were “strangers living in the same house.”  Twenty (8.8%) 
juvenile-only offenders described their past relationships with family as “strict” or “very strict,” 
65 (28.6%) juvenile-only offenders described their past relationships as “loving” or “caring,” and 
15 (6.6%) juvenile-only offenders indicated their past relationships with family were a 
combination of “loving” and “strict.”  In contrast, 13 (5.7%) juvenile-only offenders indicated 
their past relationships with family were “very strained,” “dysfunctional,” “crazy,” or 
“frustrating.”  Finally, 8 (3.5%) juvenile-only offenders indicated they felt “misunderstood” by 
their family in the past.  
Similar to the juvenile-only offenders, a majority of persistent offenders (82, 39.4%) 
indicated their past relationships with family were “distant,” “uninvolved,” “cold,” 
“unsupportive,” or “nonexistent.”  Seventy-one (34.1%) persistent offenders indicated their past 
relationships with family were a combination of “loving” and “strict,” whereas 21 (12.9%) 
persistent offenders indicated their past family relationships were “very strict.” An additional 25 
(12.1%) persistent offenders indicated their past relationships with family were “bad,” “terrible,” 
“rough,” “rocky,” “violent,” “horrible” or “full of hate.”  Also similar to juvenile-only offenders, 
9 (4.3%) persistent offenders indicated they felt “misunderstood” or “unheard” by their family in 
the past.   
Current relationships with family.  Participants were asked to describe their current 
relationship with their family.  Of the juvenile-only offenders, 35 (15.4%) indicated their current 
family relationships are the same as their past family relationships.  Of those 35 participants, 8 
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described their past relationship as “distant,” 22 described their past relationship as “loving” or a 
mix of “loving” and “strict,” and 5 described their past relationship as “strict.”  An additional 
170 (74.9%) juvenile-only offenders indicated their current relationship with their family is 
“better,” “closer,” “less distant,” “more supportive,” “more loving,” “far less tense,” or “more 
comfortable” than their past relationships with family.  Finally, 22 (9.7%) juvenile-only offenders 
described their current relationship with family as “worse,” “more distant,” or “less close” than 
their past relationship with family.  
Similar to the juvenile-only offenders, 41 (19.7%) persistent offenders indicated their 
current relationship with family is the same as their past relationship with family.  Of those 41 
participants, 25 indicated their past relationship was “loving” or “supportive,” 3 indicated their 
past relationship was “strict,” 9 indicated their past relationship was “distant” or “cold,” and 4 
indicated their past relationship was “bad.”  Also similar to juvenile-only offenders, a majority of 
persistent offenders (n = 116, 55.8%) indicated their current relationship with family is “better,” 
“more supportive,” “more loving,” or “more comfortable” than their past relationships with 
family.  Lastly, 51 (24.5%) persistent offenders indicated their current relationship with family is 
“worse,” “more distant,” “less loving” or “full of hate” compared to their past relationship with 
family.   
Past perceived support systems.  Participants were asked to describe their overall 
support system at the time of their most serious juvenile offense.  A majority of juvenile-only 
offenders (n = 94, 41.4%) indicated their past support system was “very close,” whereas 88 
(38.8%) juvenile-only offenders indicated they either had no support system or had “limited” 
support at the time of their most serious juvenile offense.  Fifteen (6.6%) juvenile-only offenders 
reported their past support systems were “bad,” or “horrible.”  Finally, 30 (13.2%) juvenile-only 
73 
 
offenders reported that they were often offered support by friends or family but either “rejected 
it,” “didn’t feel like talking to family,” “didn’t want help,” or “didn’t care what they had to say.”  
A majority of persistent offenders either indicated their past support systems were “very 
strong,” “positive” or “close” (n = 89, 42.8%), or indicated they had limited or no support in the 
past (n = 102, 49.3%).  The remaining 17 (8.2%) persistent offenders indicated they were offered 
support in the past but they either “chose not to take it,” “chose not to utilize it,” “refused it,” 
“wouldn’t let them support me,” or “didn’t want their support.”  
Current perceived support systems.  Participants were asked to compare their current 
support system with their support system at the time of their most serious juvenile offense.  Of 
the juvenile-only offenders, 53 (23.3%) indicated their current support system is “no different” or 
“the same as” their past support system.  Of those 53 participants, 13 reported they had “limited” 
or “no” support in the past, 37 reported they had “positive,” “strong” or “good” support in the 
past, and 3 indicated they were offered support in the past but “refused” or “didn’t want” the 
support.  A majority of juvenile-only offenders (n = 151, 66.5%) reported their current support 
system is “better,” “stronger,” or “more available” than their past support system. Finally, 23 
(10.1%) juvenile-only offenders indicated their current support system is “worse,” “less 
effective” or “less close” than their past support system.   
A majority of persistent offenders (n = 123, 59.1%) indicated their current support system 
is “stronger,” “closer,” or “better” than their past support system, whereas 31 (14.9%) persistent 
offenders reported their current support system is “weaker” or “worse” than their past support 
system.  Fifty-four (25.9%) persistent offenders indicated their current support system is the 
“same” or “no different” than their past support system.  Of those 54 participants, 26 reported 
their past support system was “close,” “loving,” or positive;” 25 described their past support as 
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“limited” or “non-existent;” and 3 participants indicated they were offered support in the past but 
“chose not to take it.”  
Additional comments about experiences.  At the end of the survey, all participants 
were given the opportunity to share additional comments.  Participants from both samples 
provided comments to highlight their personal experiences.  Some of the more personal 
comments from the juvenile-only offenders include: “I regret a lot of things I did when I was 
younger,” “Anyone can change, there’s always hope,” “I have totally changed my life around as 
when I was a kid. I really take life experiences to the full extent now. I was with a bad crowd as a 
kid,” and “I had a lot of trust issues growing up and I still do. I think that contributed to my 
inability or unwillingness to engage in many meaningful relationships.” Fewer participants from 
the persistent-offender sample chose to provide additional comments; however, some of their 
comments include: “I would just like to say that I have grown as a person who had a bad past and 
now I just stay focused on doing well and improving,” “I think I have learned a lot since my 
arrests,” “My wife changed my life- because of her I am settled in property business,” and “I was 
a messed up kid who got caught up in alcohol. I’ve been sober now for 15 years and live a clean 
life.”  
Discussion 
 A large body of research exists to support the pattern of criminal engagement from 
adolescence into adulthood.  Although researchers have sought to examine what exactly leads 
individuals to persist in or desist from criminal behavior, it is unclear what factors best 
distinguish between juvenile-only offenders and persistent offenders.  The present study 
investigated a number of previously hypothesized recidivism predictors in a sample of 227 
juvenile-only offenders and 208 persistent offenders.  
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 An initial analysis of demographic variables revealed no significant differences in age or 
number of consequences in response to juvenile arrests among the two samples.  Although the 
justice response to juvenile crime is theoretically expected to deter individuals from future 
criminal engagement, research shows such consequences may not lead to desistence from crime 
(Huizinga et al., 2003; Huizinga & Espiritu, 1999).  In this study, the number of consequences in 
response to juvenile arrests made no difference in terms of whether the individual desisted from 
crime as a juvenile or continued engaging in crime as an adult.  Although these consequences are 
a well-established component of today’s juvenile justice system, such interventions should not be 
viewed solely as efforts to keep individuals from engaging in crime in the future.  
Educational and occupational endeavors, including the belief that one is capable of 
achieving positive goals they have set for themselves, are typically viewed as protective factors 
when considering whether a juvenile offender will continue to persist in criminal engagement 
throughout adulthood (Loeber et al., 2013). In the present study, juvenile-only offenders were 
more likely to have obtained a higher level of education and been at their current job longer than 
persistent offenders; however, there was no significant difference in self-efficacy among the two 
samples.  Even though juvenile-only offenders appeared to have been more educationally and 
occupationally successful than persistent-offenders, these successes may not have been the result 
of their belief in their ability to succeed in these areas.   
Although self-efficacy does not appear to have been a protective factor at play in the 
current study, other factors, such as the existence of a support system or positive family 
relationships, may explain differences in educational and occupational attainment among the two 
groups.  A higher proportion of persistent offenders (24.5%) described their current family 
relationships as worse than their past family relationships when compared to juvenile-only 
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offenders (9.7%).  Moreover, a larger proportion of juvenile-only offenders (74.9%) indicated 
their current family relationships are better than their past family relationships when compared to 
persistent offenders (55.8%).  A larger proportion of juvenile-only offenders (66.5%) also 
reported having better current support systems than their past support systems compared to 
persistent offenders (59.1%).  Together, these findings suggest that juvenile-only offenders may 
have an overall more supportive environment than persistent offenders.  Although self-efficacy 
may not have played a role in educational or occupational achievement in this study, perhaps 
being in a supportive environment played a role in participants believing they were capable of 
achieving such goals.   
When comparing juvenile-only and persistent offender’s scores on a number of predictor 
variables, results revealed that juvenile-only offenders had significantly higher current family 
satisfaction and current perceived social support than persistent offenders.  This finding is also 
consistent with information reported in the open-ended questions of this study.  Juvenile-only 
offenders also had significantly lower current criminal thinking scores than persistent offenders. 
Together, these findings are supported by theory and previous recidivism research in that 
relationships with family and other support systems are seen as a major component of leading a 
successful, crime-free lifestyle.  Persistent offenders described their childhood support systems 
as, “I chose the wrong friends growing up and that led me to the juvenile issues I had” and “I 
think that I would have been able to avoid most of my problems if I had a better support system, 
people to depend/rely on, people that were there for me and kept me on track, and more 
discipline from parents/family growing up.”  A juvenile-only offender described his family as 
“distant and strict” while growing up but stated, “We all help each other and the relationships are 
better now” when asked to describe his current relationship with family.  Other juvenile-only 
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offenders described their current relationships with family by stating, “Our [family] relationship 
has been better because I calmed down,” “I am closer with my family because I am more mature 
now,” “Things are better now because I have grown out of my rebellious stage,” and “My family 
is happy that I turned my life around.”  
 In an effort to better understand what factors best distinguish between the two offender-
types, binary logistic regressions were used to build models to predict the likelihood that an 
individual is a persistent offender.  Although a large body of research supports the notion that 
multiple factors significantly influence recidivism, results from the present study were somewhat 
disappointing.  In a full model consisting of 12 predictor variables with offender type as the 
dependent variable, current family satisfaction, current perceived social support, and current 
criminal thinking were significant predictors when all other variables were held constant. 
However, current family satisfaction was the only variable that made a significant contribution to 
prediction when all variables were included as a set.  The full model was only able to correctly 
classify 52.4% of persistent offenders and 66.5% of juvenile-only offenders.  In a second model 
with only current criminal thinking, current family satisfaction, and current perceived social 
support included as predictor variables, current family satisfaction was again the only significant 
contributor to prediction.  In Model 2, 50.0% of persistent offenders and 61.7% of juvenile-only 
offenders were correctly classified.  
This study provides insight into the importance of family satisfaction in understanding 
recidivism.  A total of 147 (64.7%) juvenile-only offenders described their relationship with 
family during adolescence as “distant,” “strict,” “uncaring,” and “strained,” and indicated they 
felt “misunderstood,” but 170 (74.8%) juvenile-only offenders reported their current relationship 
with family members is “closer,” “more supportive,” and “more understanding” than their past 
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relationship with family.  A similar number of persistent offenders (n = 137, 65.8%) indicated 
their past relationships with family were “strained,” “bad,” “distant,” and they felt 
“misunderstood.”  However, only 116 (55.7%) persistent offenders indicated their current 
relationship with family is better than their past relationships with family.  Although support and 
positive relationships are only two pieces of a complicated, multi-dimensional recidivism 
concept, they are well supported in the literature as important, noteworthy components of leading 
crime-free lives.  Open-ended questions in this study provided insight into the unique 
experiences of each of the participants.  There is a clear distinction between the level of support 
and relationships with family for juvenile-only offenders and persistent offenders.  
    This study provides both practical and legal implications for interventions targeted 
towards interrupting the development of a criminal lifestyle.  Until the 1970’s, rehabilitation was 
a key component of correctional policy (Benson, 2003).  Offenders were encouraged to develop 
skills and participate in psychological treatment.  Court mandated sentences often included a 
treatment or rehabilitation component for offenders.  Since the 1970’s, rehabilitation has taken a 
backseat in corrections as part of a “get tough on crime” initiative.  As a result, the United States 
now has the highest prison population than any other developed country.  Over the last 30 years, 
psychologists have produced a mass amount of literature supporting the importance of 
rehabilitative approaches to crime prevention.  Empirically-based, rehabilitative interventions 
should become the focus to improve offenders’ chances of leading successful lives as adults. 
Emphasizing the importance of positive, encouraging support systems, the role of educational 
and occupational attainment, and the overall significance of establishing a positive lifestyle 
should be discussed as part of correctional protocols following juvenile arrests.  In this study, 
26.9% (n = 117; 59 juvenile-only offenders, 58 persistent offenders) of participants served time 
79 
 
in juvenile detention and 8.5% (n = 37; 22 juvenile-only offenders, 15 persistent offenders) of 
participants were sentenced to some form of inpatient rehabilitation.  Traditionally, individuals in 
either of these settings would have received a court-order to participate in some sort of treatment 
program.  Implementing a treatment component targeted towards emphasizing positive lifestyle 
choices into established, court-ordered programs, or as part of a probation or community service 
sentence, could greatly impact overall recidivism rates in the future.   
This study is not without limitations.  First, the instruments used to assess current and 
past family satisfaction and perceived social support were not intended to be used in a historical 
sense.  Therefore, scores for past family satisfaction and perceived social support may not be an 
accurate reflection of participants’ relationships during adolescence.  However, there is value in 
examining the perceptions of individuals’ pasts.  In addition, inferences were made based upon 
the strength of relationships between past and current family satisfaction and social support. 
Additional research may be needed to explore the appropriateness of using these measures in this 
unique way. 
Sample selection may also be problematic, however, there have been several studies 
supporting the use of MTurk for psychological research (Buhrmester et al., 2011; Rand, 2011). 
Specifically, participant reading level may have been an issue.  Many of the instruments used in 
this study require at least a sixth grade reading level; it is unclear whether participants were able 
to read and fully comprehend each item. Future studies could focus on obtaining larger sample 
sizes for each group and researchers may even consider using longitudinal methods to study one 
group of individuals from adolescence into adulthood.  Additional steps should also be taken to 
insure participants meet the minimum reading level ability required to complete each measure. 
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 The concepts studied in the current research project were defined in specific ways and do 
not fully encompass all possible definitions of any given construct.  Recidivism research has 
been, and should continue to be improved and built upon by exploring factors from a number of 
different angles.  
 Overall, this study contributes valuable information to recidivism literature.  Findings 
from the current study suggest that the number of juvenile arrests and the types of or number of 
consequences received in response to juvenile arrests do not necessarily distinguish juvenile-only 
offenders from persistent offenders.  In other words, arrests and traditional court mandated 
consequences, such as juvenile detention, inpatient rehabilitation, or community service, do not 
appear to deter juvenile offenders from crime.  Quantitative results, as well as thematic analyses 
of open-ended questions, indicated that juvenile-only offenders have higher current family 
satisfaction and perceived social support than persistent offenders.  A larger proportion of 
persistent offenders reported having a “weak” or “bad” current support system and a “poor” or 
“cold” current relationship with their family (14.9% and 24.5%, respectively) compared to 
juvenile-only offenders (10.1% and 9.7%, respectively).  Furthermore, logistic regression models 
indicated that current family satisfaction is a significant factor in distinguishing juvenile-only 
offenders from persistent offenders.  
 Together, these results lend substantial support for the notion that support, including 
both family as well as other sources of support, is a key component in criminal desistance.  As 
such, the mission to deter juveniles from a life of crime should include a substantial support 
component which emphasizes the importance of surrounding oneself with healthy, strong, 
positive support systems.  Today’s juvenile justice system has come from a checkered past of 
rehabilitation, punishment, and everything in between.  In order to continue making progress in 
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the fight to reduce recidivism rates across the country, policymakers, practitioners, and juvenile 
justice authorities must make informed, responsible decisions by consulting recidivism research, 
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The Department of Educational Psychology at the University of Kansas supports the practice of protection for 
human subjects participating in research. The following information is provided for you to decide whether you 
wish to participate in the present study. You should be aware that even if you agree to participate, you are free 
to withdraw at any time without penalty. 
We are conducting this study to better understand factors that influence recidivism, or the continued engagement 
in criminal activities despite receiving interventions for previous criminal behavior. This will entail your 
completion of a survey. Your participation is expected to take approximately 20-40 minutes to complete. The 
content of the survey should cause no more discomfort than you would experience in your everyday life.  
Although participation may not benefit you directly, the information obtained from this study will help us gain 
a better understanding of the recidivism factors that distinguish individuals who continue to engage in crime 
through adulthood from individuals who desist from criminal involvement prior to age 18. Your participation is 
solicited, although strictly voluntary. Your name will not be associated in any way with the research findings. 
Your identifiable information will not be shared unless (a) it is required by law or university policy, or (b) you 
give written permission. No personally identifying information will be gathered from you using the MTurk 
system. Your unique MTurk identification number will be collected in order to properly disperse payment upon 
completion of the survey. The information that we do gather will be kept on an encrypted flash drive that only 
the researchers will have access to. It is possible, however, with internet communications, that through intent or 
accident someone other than the intended recipient may see your response. 
You will be paid $2.00 for your participation in this study. This payment to you will be distributed using the 
Mturk reimbursement system. Payment will only be distributed for surveys that are complete and include 
seemingly honest information. Participants whose surveys include irrelevant or erroneous information, 
particularly for the open-ended questions, will not be reimbursed.  
If you would like additional information concerning this study before or after it is completed, please feel free to 
contact us via email. 
By clicking “NEXT” and completing this survey, you are indicating that you are willing to take part in this study 
and that you are male, at least 25 years old, and you satisfy the eligibility requirements outlined in the MTurk 
posting. If you have any additional questions about your rights as a research participant, you may call (785) 864-
7429 or write the Human Subjects Committee Lawrence Campus (HSCL), University of Kansas, 2385 Irving 
Hill Road, Lawrence, Kansas 66045-7563, email irb@ku.edu.  
Sincerely, 
Kaylee D. Newby, M.A.          Karen D. Multon, Ph.D. 
Principal Investigator                            Faculty Supervisor and Investigator 
Dept. of Educational Psychology        Dept. of Educational Psychology 
Joseph R. Pearson Hall            Joseph R. Pearson Hall 
University of Kansas           University of Kansas 
Lawrence, KS 66045                       Lawrence, KS 66045 





 MTurk Study Announcement: Juvenile-Only Offender Sample 
The purpose of this study is to compare recidivism factors among different samples of 
individuals. In order to be eligible to participate, you must be male, at least 25 years of age, 
have been arrested at least twice as a juvenile (i.e., before age 18), and have NO history of 
arrests as an adult (i.e., after age 18). Your participation will include the completion of several 
questionnaires which should take no longer than 20-40 minutes to complete. Upon completion 






















MTurk Study Announcement: Persistent Offender Sample 
The purpose of this study is to compare recidivism factors among different samples of 
individuals. In order to be eligible to participate, you must be male, at least 25 years of age, 
have been arrested at least twice as a juvenile (i.e., before age 18), and have been arrested at 
least twice as an adult (i.e., after age 18). Your participation will include the completion of 
several questionnaires which should take no longer than 20-40 minutes to complete. Upon 























Please enter your Mechanical Turk Identification number. This number will be used to distribute payment 
upon completion and review of your survey.  
_______________________________ 
 
Age: _____ (open ended) 
 
Current marital status (choose one): 
A. Single 
B. Married 





I consider my sexual orientation to be (choose one):  





I consider my race/ethnicity to be (choose one): 
A. Caucasian/White American 
B. Black/African American 
C. Asian/Pacific Islander 
D. Hispanic/Latino American 
E. Other 
 
Please choose the highest level of education you have obtained: 
A. No high school 
B. Some high school 
C. Received high school diploma 
D. Received GED 
E. Some College 
F. Associate’s degree (2-year degree) 
G. Bachelor’s degree (4-year degree) 
H. Master’s degree 
I. Doctoral degree (M.D., Ph.D., J.D., etc.) 
 
What is your current occupation? If you are not currently employed, please put “unemployed.” 
_____________________ (open ended) 
 
How long (in months) have you been at your current occupation (choose one)? 
A. Less than 6 months 
B. 7 – 12 months 
C. 13 – 18 months 
D. 19 – 24 months 





How many times were you arrested as a juvenile (before age 18)? 
A. Once 
B. Twice 
C. Three times 
D. Four times 
E. Five times 
F. Six times 
G. Seven times 
H. More than seven times 
 
Briefly describe what you were arrested for as a juvenile (before age 18) (e.g., burglary, theft, assault, 
drug possession, battery, sex offense, etc.): ________________  
 
What legal consequences did you receive, if any, in response to the crimes you committed as a juvenile? 
Please select all that apply to you. 
 A. I never received any legal consequences for the crimes I committed 
 B. I was sentenced to probation 
 C. I was sentenced to serve time in a juvenile detention facility 
 D. I was sentenced to serve time in an inpatient rehabilitation facility 
 E. I was sentenced to community service 
 F. I was sentenced to pay fines/restitution 
 G. Other (please describe) _____________________________ 
 
How many times have you been arrested as an adult (after age 18)? (Only included in Persistent-Offender 
measures) 
A. None  
B. Once 
C. Twice 
D. Three Times 
E. Four times 
F. Five times 
G. Six times 
H. Seven times 
I. More than seven times 
 
Briefly describe what you have been arrested for as an adult (after age 18) (e.g., burglary, theft, assault, 
drug possession, battery, sex offense, etc.): _________________ (Only included in Persistent-Offender 
measures) 
 
What legal consequences did you receive, if any, in response to the crime(s) you committed as an adult? 
Please select all that apply to you. (Only included in Persistent-Offender measures) 
 A. I never received any legal consequences for the crimes I committed 
 B. I was sentenced to probation 
 C. I was sentenced to serve time in jail/prison 
 D. I was sentenced to serve time in an inpatient rehabilitation facility 
 E. I was sentenced to community service 
 F. I was sentenced to pay fines/restitution 





 Psychological Inventory of Criminal Thinking Styles 
Instructions: The following items, if answered correctly, are designed to help better understand 
your thinking and behavior. Please complete each of the items using the four-point scale 
provided below.  
 
 Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1. I will allow nothing to get in the way of me 
getting what I want. 
    
2. I find myself blaming society and external 
circumstances for the problems I have had in 
life. 
    
3. Change can be scary.     
4. Even though I may start out with the best of 
intentions, I have trouble remaining focused and 
staying “on track.” 
    
5. There is nothing I can’t do if I try hard 
enough. 
    
6. When pressured by life’s problems I have 
said “the hell with it” and followed this up by 
using drugs or engaging in crime. 
    
7. It’s unsettling not knowing what the future 
holds. 
    
8. I have found myself blaming the victims of 
some of my crimes by saying things like “they 
deserved what they got” or “they should have 
known better.” 
    
9. One of the first things I consider in sizing up 
another person is whether they look strong or 
weak. 
    
10. I occasionally think of things too horrible to 
talk about. 
    
11. I am afraid of losing my mind.     
12. The way I look at it, I’ve paid my dues and 
am therefore justified in taking what I want. 
    
13. The more I got away with crime the more I 
thought there was no way the police or 
authorities would ever catch up with me. 
    
14. I believe that breaking the law is no big deal 
as long as you don’t physically hurt someone. 
    
15. I have helped out friends and family with 
money acquired illegally.  
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16. I am uncritical of my thoughts and ideas to 
the point that I ignore the problems and 
difficulties associated with these plans until it is 
too late.  
    
17. It is unfair that I have been imprisoned for 
my crimes when bank presidents, lawyers, and 
politicians get away with all sorts of illegal and 
unethical behavior every day. 
    
18. I find myself arguing with others over 
relatively trivial matters. 
    
19. I can honestly say that the welfare of my 
victims was something I took into account when 
I committed my crimes.  
    
20. When frustrated I find myself saying “fuck 
it” and then engaging in some irresponsible or 
irrational act. 
    
21. New challenges and situations make me 
nervous. 
    
22. Even when I got caught for a crime I would 
convince myself that there was no way they 
would convict me or send me to prison. 
    
23. I find myself taking shortcuts, even if I 
know these shortcuts will interfere with my 
ability to achieve certain long-term goals.  
    
24. When not in control of a situation I feel 
weak and helpless and experience a desire to 
exert power over others.  
    
25. Despite the criminal life I have led, deep 
down I am basically a good person. 
    
26. I will frequently start an activity, project, or 
job but then never finish it.  
    
27. I regularly hear voices and see visions which 
others do not hear or see.  
    
28. When it’s all said and done, society owes 
me.  
    
29. I have said to myself more than once that if 
it wasn’t for someone “snitching” on me I 
would have never gotten caught.  
    
30. I tend to let things go which should probably 
be attended to, based on my belief that they will 
work themselves out.  
    
31. I have used alcohol or drugs to eliminate 
fear or apprehension before committing a crime.  
    
32. I have made mistakes in life.     
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33. On the streets I would tell myself I needed 
to rob or steal in order to continue living the life 
I had coming. 
    
34. I like to be on center stage in my 
relationships and conversations with others, 
controlling things as much as possible. 
    
35. When questioned about my motives for 
engaging in crime, I have justified my behavior 
by pointing out how hard my life has been. 
    
36. I have trouble following through on good 
initial intentions.  
    
37. I find myself expressing tender feelings 
toward animals or little children in order to 
make myself feel better after committing a 
crime or engaging in irresponsible behavior. 
    
38. There have been times in my life when I felt 
I was above the law.  
    
39. It seems that I have trouble concentrating on 
the simplest of tasks.  
    
40. I tend to act impulsively under stress.     
41. Why should I be made to appear worthless 
in front of friends and family when it is so easy 
to take from others? 
    
42. I have often not tried something out of fear 
that I might fail.  
    
43. I tend to put off until tomorrow what should 
have been done today. 
    
44. Although I have always realized that I might 
get caught for a crime, I would tell myself that 
there was “no way they would catch me this 
time.” 
    
45. I have justified selling drugs, burglarizing 
homes, or robbing banks by telling myself that 
if I didn’t do it someone else would. 
    
46. I find it difficult to commit myself to 
something I am not sure of because of fear.  
    
47. People have difficulty understanding me 
because I tend to jump around from subject to 
subject when talking.  
    
48. There is nothing more frightening than 
change. 
    
49. Nobody tells me what to do and if they try I 
will respond with intimidation, threats, or I 
might even get physically aggressive.  
    
50. When I commit a crime or act irresponsibly 
I will perform a “good deed” or do something 
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nice for someone as a way of making up for the 
harm I have caused.  
51. I have difficulty critically evaluating my 
thoughts, ideas, and plans. 
    
52. Nobody before or after can do it better than 
me because I am stronger, smarter, or slicker 
than most people.  
    
53. I have rationalized my irresponsible actions 
with such statements as “everybody else is 
doing it so why shouldn’t I.” 
    
54. If challenged I will sometimes go along by 
saying “yeah, you’re right,” even when I know 
the other person is wrong, because it’s easier 
than arguing with them about it.  
    
55. Fear of change has made it difficult for me 
to be successful in life. 
    
56. The way I look at it I’m not really a criminal 
because I never intended to hurt anyone.  
    
57. I still find myself saying “the hell with 
working a regular job, I’ll just take it.”  
    
58. I sometimes wish I could take back certain 
things I have said or done. 
    
59. Looking back over my life I can see now 
that I lacked direction and consistency of 
purpose.  
    
60. Strange odors, for which there is no 
explanation, come to me for no apparent reason. 
    
61. When on the streets I believed I could use 
drugs and avoid the negative consequences 
(addiction, compulsive use) that I observed in 
others. 
    
62. I tend to be rather easily sidetracked so that I 
rarely finish what I start. 
    
63. If there is a short-cut or easy way around 
something I will find it. 
    
64. I have trouble controlling my angry feelings.     
65. I believe that I am a special person and that 
my situation deserves special consideration. 
    
66. There is nothing worse than being seen as 
weak or helpless. 
    
67. I view the positive things that I have done 
for others as making up for the negative things.  
    
68. Even when I set goals I frequently do not 
obtain them because I am distracted by events 
going on around me.  
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69. There have been times when I tried to 
change but was prevented from doing so 
because of fear.  
    
70. When frustrated I will throw rational 
thought to the wind with such statements as 
“fuck it” or “the hell with it.” 
    
71. I have told myself that I would never have 
had to engage in crime if I had had a good job.  
    
72. I can see that my life would be more 
satisfying if I could learn to make better 
decisions. 
    
73. There have been times when I have felt 
entitled to break the law in order to pay for a 
vacation, new car, or expensive clothing that I 
told myself I needed.  
    
74. I rarely considered the consequences of my 
actions when I was in the community.  
    
75. A significant portion of my life on the 
streets was spent trying to control people and 
situations.  
    
76. When I first began breaking the law I was 
very cautious, but as time went by and I didn’t 
get caught I became overconfident and 
convinced myself that I could do just about 
anything and get away with it. 
    
77. As I look back on it now, I was a pretty 
good guy even though I was involved in crime.  
    
78. There have been times when I have made 
plans to do something with my family and then 
cancelled these plans so that I could hang out 
with my friends, use drugs, or commit crimes.  
    
79. I tend to push problems to the side rather 
than dealing with them.  
    
80. I have used good behavior (abstaining from 
crime for a period of time) or various situations 
(fight with a spouse) to give myself permission 
to commit a crime or engage in other 
irresponsible activities such as using drugs.  













 New General Self-Efficacy Scale 
 
Instructions: Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
 
1. I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself. 
2. When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them. 
3. In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me. 
4. I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind. 
5. I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges. 
6. I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks. 
7. Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well. 


















 Family Satisfaction by Adjectives Scale 
Instructions: This questionnaire is about your satisfaction with your current family. For purposes of this 
questionnaire, family is defined as those individuals with whom you currently live. If you do not live with 
family, please think of the family members with whom you are closest. Do not think about extended 
family members who are only involved in your life occasionally. For each pair of words, please indicate 
your current level of satisfaction with respect to how you feel when you are with your family. For 
example, if you feel “to some extent happy,” you would select the third response option in the Happy-
Unhappy row. If you feel “to some extent unhappy,” you would select the fourth response option in the 
Happy-Unhappy row.  
 
When I am with my family, I feel….. 
 




Quite Totally  
1. Happy       Unhappy 
2. Alone       Accompanied 
3. Cheerful       Miserable 
4. Consoled       Disconsolate 
5. Understood       Misunderstood 
6. Tranquil       Disturbed 
7. Discontented       Contented 
8. Insecure       Secure 
9. Pleased       Displeased 
10. Satisfied       Dissatisfied 
11. Inhibited       At ease 
12. Discouraged       Encouraged 
13. Censored       Supported 
14. Uncomfortable       Comfortable 
15. Harassed       Relieved 
16. Disrespected       Respected 
17. Relaxed       Tense 
18. Excluded       Involved 
19. Agitated       Peaceful 
20. Calm       Nervous 
21. Attacked       Protected 
22. Joyful       Sad 
23. Free       Weighed down 
24. Appreciated       Not appreciated 
25. Not close       Close 
26. Excited       Restrained 
27. Bad       Well 
 
 
Please list the individuals you considered as your family while completing this measure. Do not use 
names. Indicate individuals by listing your relationship with that person (e.g., my mother, my 




 Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support 
Instructions: This questionnaire is about the support you currently receive from your friends, family, and 

















1. There is a special 
person who is 
around when I am 
in need. 
       
2. There is a special 
person with whom I 
can share my joys 
and sorrows. 
       
3. My family really 
tries to help me. 
       
4. I get the 
emotional help and 
support I need from 
my family. 
       
5. I have a special 
person who is a real 
source of comfort to 
me. 
       
6. My friends really 
try to help me. 
       
7. I can count on my 
friends when things 
go wrong. 
       
8. I can talk about 
my problems with 
my family. 
       
9. I have friends 
with whom I can 
share my joys and 
sorrows. 
       
10. There is a 
special person in 
my life who cares 
about my feelings.  
       
11. My family is 
willing to help me 
make decisions. 
       
12. I can talk about 
my problems with 
my friends.  




 Family Satisfaction by Adjectives Scale-Past 
Instructions: Think back to the time of your most serious offense as a juvenile (before age 18).  
 
What was your most serious juvenile offense (before age 18)? _________________ 
 
How old were you when you committed this offense? ___________ 
 
What types of consequences (if any) did you receive as a result of committing this offense? 
____________________________ 
 
This questionnaire is about your satisfaction with your family at the time of your most serious juvenile 
offense. For purposes of this questionnaire, family is defined as those individuals with whom you lived 
while committing your most serious juvenile offense. If you did not live with family, please think of the 
family members with whom you were closest at that time. Do not think about extended family members 
who were only involved in your life occasionally. For each pair of words, please indicate your level of 
satisfaction with respect to how you felt when you were with your family at the time of your most serious 
juvenile offense. For example, if you felt “to some extent happy” during that time, you would select the 
third response option in the Happy-Unhappy row. If you felt “to some extent unhappy” during that time, 
you would select the fourth response option in the Happy-Unhappy row.   
 
When I was with my family, I felt….. 
 




Quite Totally  
1. Happy       Unhappy 
2. Alone       Accompanied 
3. Cheerful       Miserable 
4. Consoled       Disconsolate 
5. Understood       Misunderstood 
6. Tranquil       Disturbed 
7. Discontented       Contented 
8. Insecure       Secure 
9. Pleased       Displeased 
10. Satisfied       Dissatisfied 
11. Inhibited       At ease 
12. Discouraged       Encouraged 
13. Censored       Supported 
14. Uncomfortable       Comfortable 
15. Harassed       Relieved 
16. Disrespected       Respected 
17. Relaxed       Tense 
18. Excluded       Involved 
19. Agitated       Peaceful 
20. Calm       Nervous 
21. Attacked       Protected 
22. Joyful       Sad 
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23. Free       Weighed down 
24. Appreciated       Not appreciated 
25. Not close       Close 
26. Excited       Restrained 
27. Bad       Well 
 
 
Please list the individuals you considered family while completing this measure. Do not use names. 
Indicate individuals by listing your relationship with that person (i.e., my mom, my grandmother, my son, 


























 Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support-Past 
Instructions: This questionnaire is about the support you received from your friends, family, and significant 
others at the time of your most serious juvenile offense. Use the scale to indicate how strongly you agree or 

















1. There was a 
special person who 
was around when I 
was in need. 
       
2. There was a 
special person with 
whom I could share 
my joys and sorrows. 
       
3. My family really 
tried to help me. 
       
4. I got the emotional 
help and support I 
needed from my 
family. 
       
5. I had a special 
person who was a 
real source of 
comfort to me. 
       
6. My friends really 
tried to help me. 
       
7. I could count on 
my friends when 
things went wrong. 
       
8. I could talk about 
my problems with 
my family. 
       
9. I had friends with 
whom I could share 
my joys and sorrows. 
       
10. There was a 
special person in my 
life who cared about 
my feelings.  
       
11. My family was 
willing to help me 
make decisions. 
       
12. I could talk about 
my problems with 
my friends.  





 Open-Ended Questions 
1. How would you describe the neighborhood in which you lived at the time of your most serious 
juvenile offense (e.g., safe/unsafe, rural/urban, level of support/closeness of relationships with 
neighbors, etc.)? 
 
2. How would you say your current neighborhood differs, if at all, from the neighborhood in 
which you lived at the time of your most serious juvenile offense? 
 
3. How would you describe your relationship with your family at the time of your most serious 
juvenile offense (e.g., close/distant, loving, strict, etc.)? 
 
4. How would you say your current relationship with your family differs, if at all, from the 
relationship you had with your family at the time of your most serious juvenile offense? 
 
5. How would you describe your support system at the time of your most serious juvenile offense 
(e.g., close support, limited support, etc.)? 
 
6. How would you say your current support system differs, if at all, from the support system you 
had at the time of your most serious juvenile offense? 
 





 Tables for Results 
Table 1 






Offender   Sample 
(n = 227) 
Persistent Offender 
Sample 
(n = 208) 
Chi-Square 
Value 
Marital Status    
         Single 46.3% 45.9% 3.28 
         Married 35.2% 31.7%  
         Unmarried, living with partner 14.1% 13.5%  
         Divorced 3.5% 5.3%  
         Separated 0.89% -  
Sexual Orientation    
         Straight/Heterosexual 91.6% 91.8% 1.15 
         Bisexual 5.7% 5.3%  
         Gay 2.2% 2.9%  
         Asexual 0.44% -  
Race/Ethnicity    
         Caucasian/White American 65.2% 69.2% 4.95 
         Black/African American 7.5% 9.6%  
         Asian/Pacific Islander 17.2% 16.3%  
         Hispanic/Latino American 9.3% 4.3%  
         Other 0.88% .48%  
Education Level    
         No high school - 1.9% 20.33** 
         Some high school 1.8% 5.3%  
         GED 8.4% 7.7%  
         High school diploma 8.8% 17.8%  
         Some college 25.1% 25.0%  
         Associate’s degree 13.2% 7.7%  
         Bachelor’s degree 34.8% 26.9%  
         Master’s degree 7.9% 7.7%  
Length at Current Occupation    
         Less than 6 months 5.3% 6.3% 9.67* 
         7 – 12 months 8.4% 11.1%  
         13 – 18 months 9.3% 10.1%  
         19 – 24 months 11.9% 8.2%  
         More than 24 months 52.4% 48.2%  
         Unemployed 12.8% 21.6%  
Types of Consequences Received 
(select all that apply) 
   
         None 7% 10.6%  
         Probation 55.5% 57.7%  
         Juvenile detention 26% 27.9%  
         Inpatient rehabilitation 9.7% 7.2%  
         Community service 49.8% 42.3%  
         Pay fines/restitution 45.8% 39.4%  
         Other 6.6% 1.0%  





Descriptive statistics and F-values associated with follow-up univariate analyses for total  






(n = 227) 
Persistent  
Offender Sample 
(n = 208) 
 
F Value 
# Juvenile Arrests 2.72 (1.04) 2.64 (0.97) 0.66 
# Juvenile Cons. 1.93 (1.12) 1.75 (1.12) 2.81 
PICTS: Gen. 61.81 (11.93) 63.76 (12.16) 2.86 
PICTS: Pro. 62.11 (14.74) 64.38 (14.81) 2.55 
PICTS: React. 59.47 (8.25) 60.81 (8.58) 2.76 
PICTS: Cur. 58.49 (9.78) 60.47 (10.18)  4.27* 
PICTS: Hist. 58.60 (11.79) 59.92 (12.15) 1.31 
Self-Efficacy 30.89 (5.62) 29.94 (6.17) 2.81 
FSAS: Current 120.65 (26.93) 108.88 (31.17)   17.83** 
FSAS: Past 82.30 (29.97) 86.29 (30.39) 1.89 
MSPSS: Current 62.67 (14.22) 59.38 (15.14)   5.45* 
MSPSS: Past 48.89 (16.39) 51.23 (16.52) 2.18 
Note: # Juvenile Arrests = total number of arrests prior to age 18; # Juvenile Cons. = total number of legal 
consequences received in response to juvenile arrests; PICTS: Gen. = General Criminal Thinking score; 
PICTS: Pro. = Proactive Criminal Thinking score; PICTS: React. = Reactive Criminal Thinking score; 
PICTS: Cur. = Current Criminal Thinking score; PICTS: Hist. = Historical Criminal Thinking score; Self-
Efficacy = New General Self-Efficacy Scale; FSAS = Family Satisfaction by Adjectives Scale; FSAS: 
Past = Family Satisfaction by Adjectives Scale- Past; MSPSS: Multidimensional Scale of Perceived 
Social Support; MSPSS: Past = Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support- Past.  




















Summary of logistic regression analysis for full model predicting recidivism 
Note: PICTS: Gen. = General Criminal Thinking score; PICTS: Pro. = Proactive Criminal Thinking 
score; PICTS: React. = Reactive Criminal Thinking score; PICTS: Cur. = Current Criminal Thinking 
score; PICTS: Hist. = Historical Criminal Thinking score; Self-Efficacy = New General Self-Efficacy 
Scale; FSAS = Family Satisfaction by Adjectives Scale; FSAS: Past = Family Satisfaction by Adjectives 
Scale- Past; MSPSS: Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support; MSPSS: Past = 
Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support- Past; Number Juvenile Arrests = total number of 
arrest prior to age 18; Number Juvenile Cons. = total number of consequences received in response to 
juvenile arrests.  The dependent variable in the analysis is recidivism coded so that 0 = no adult arrests 












Predictor Variable B S.E. Wald 
Exp(B) 
(odds ratio) 
PICTS: Gen. -.11 .26 .17 .90 
PICTS: Pro. .06 .14 .20 1.01 
PICTS: React. -.01 .15 .00 1.00 
PICTS: Cur. .05 .04 1.45 1.05 
PICTS: Hist. -.01 .02 .01 .99 
Self-Efficacy .01 .02 .29 1.01 
FSAS: Current -.02 .01 9.18** .98 
FSAS: Past .01 .01 .24 1.00 
MSPSS: Current .01 .01 .06 1.00 
MSPSS: Past .01 .01 1.56 1.01 
Number Juvenile Arrests -.03 .11 .06 .98 




Summary of logistic regression analysis for model 2 predicting recidivism 
Note: PICTS: Cur. = Current Criminal Thinking score; FSAS = Family Satisfaction by Adjectives Scale; 
MSPSS: Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support.  The dependent variable in the analysis is 
recidivism coded so that 0 = no adult arrests and 1 = at least 2 adult arrests.  **p < 0.01. 
 
Predictor Variable B S.E. Wald 
Exp(B) 
(odds ratio) 
PICTS: Cur. .01 .01 .01 1.01 
FSAS: Current -.02 .01 10.87** .98 
MSPSS: Current .01 .01 1.31 1.01 
